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The purpose of this study is to examine faculty perceptions of instructional
satisfaction and support when teaching distance education at a university located in the
southeastern United States. Two research questions were included to determine what
factors of instructional support faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their satisfaction
when they participate in distance education, and to determine if there are any meaningful
and significant relationships or differences between faculty perceptions of instructional
satisfaction and demographic information. Data were collected via email using Google
Docs, then compared to determine any significant difference in any of the categories.
Descriptive statistics, independent t-tests, ANOVA, and the follow-up Tukey HSD test
were used to determine if there were significant differences among faculty members in
different demographic categories. Male participants are more satisfied with technology
support, appropriate workload, and fair tenure process than females. Females are more
satisfied than males with the potential growth opportunities. Overall Caucasians are more
satisfied than African-Americans and participants aged 40-49 are more satisfied than any
other age participants when teaching distance education. Generally, faculty with higher

academic rank (Professor and Associate Professor) are more satisfied than lower
academic rank faculty (Assistant Professor and Instructor). Tenured faculty are more
satisfied than non-tenured faculty, and full-time faculty are more satisfied than part-time
faculty. Participants who earned the highest salaries are more satisfied than participants
earning lower salaries. Finally, generally the participants with more years of teaching
experience were more satisfied than participants in the early years of their career. Tenure
is a positive factor and factor workload is a negative factor impacting faculty satisfaction
when teaching distance education.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Distance education formats have been adopted for instruction at a rapid rate
among industry and universities during the past 27 years (Flores, 2006). The term
distance education is frequently used when referencing distance learning. It often
describes the effort of providing access to learning for those who are geographically
distant. During the last two decades, the relevant literature shows that authors and
researchers have used a variety of definitions for distance education and distance
learning. As computers and the Internet were integrated into the delivery of distance
education, a new term, e-Learning appeared.
Today, many researchers use inconsistent definitions of distance education,
distance learning, online learning, and e-Learning. However, these terms do differ. As an
initial step, this author reviewed the relevant literature to determine how these learning
environments were defined and to develop operational definitions for the current study.
King, Young, Drivere-Richmond, and Schrader (2001) do not support the
interchangeable use of the terms distance learning and distance education. Distance
learning is referenced more as ability, whereas distance education is an activity within the
ability of learning at a distance; though, both definitions are still limited by the
differences in time and place (Volery & Lord, 2000). As new technologies evolved,
1

learning seemed to be the focus of all types of instruction, and the term distance learning
once again was used to focus on its limitations associated with distance, time, and place
(Guilar & Loring, 2008; Newby, Stepich, Lehman, & Russell, 2000).
The term then evolved to describe other forms of learning, online learning, eLearning, technology, mediated learning, online collaborative learning, virtual learning,
and web-based learning (Conrad, 2006). Moore and Kearsley (1996) defined distance
learning as a learning environment where “students and teachers are separated by
distance and sometimes by time” (p. 1). Rovai, Ponton, and Baker (2008) emphasized
that if any element in structured learning is separated by “time and/or geography” (p. 1),
then the learning takes place in a distance learning setting. Keegan (1996) went further by
suggesting that the term distance education is an umbrella term, and as such, has terms
like correspondence education or correspondence study that may have once been
synonymously used, being clearly identified as a potential offspring of distance
education.
Online learning can be the most difficult of all three (distance education, distance
learning and online learning) to define. Some researchers prefer to distinguish the
variance by describing online learning as “wholly” online learning (Oblinger & Oblinger,
2005), whereas others simply reference the technology medium or context with which it
is used (Lowenthal, Wilson, & Parrish, 2009). Rekkedal et al. (2003) and Volery and
Load (2003) stated that the definition of online learning should be described as teaching
and learning activities which are performed via Internet (Rekkedal et al., 2003; Volery &
Lord, 2000). However, online learning is described by most authors as access to learning
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experiences via the use of some technology (Benson, 2002; Carliner, 2004; Conrad,
2002).
The origins of the term e-Learning are not certain, although it is suggested that the
e-Learning most likely originated during the 1980's, within the similar time frame of
another delivery mode, online learning. In particular, Ellis (2004) disagrees with authors
like Nichols (2003) who define e-Learning as strictly being accessible using
technological tools that are either web-based, web-distributed, or web-capable. Benson et
al. (2002) and Clark (2002) believe that e-Learning not only covers content and
instructional methods delivered via CD-ROM, the Internet or an Intranet but also
includes audio- and videotape, satellite broadcast and interactive TV (Benson et al., 2002;
Clark, 2002).
Although technological characteristics are included in the definition of online
learning, for the researchers Tavangarian, Leypold, Nölting, Röser, and Voigt (2004) as
well as Triacca, Bolchini, Botturi, and Inversini (2004) all felt that the technology being
used was insufficient as a descriptor. Both Ellis (2004) and Triacca et al. (2004) believed
that some level of interactivity needs to be included to make the definition truly
applicable in describing the learning experience, even though Triacca et al. (2004) added
that e-Learning was a type of online learning.
As there is still a struggle to identify what technologies should be used so that the
online learning can be referenced, some authors provide either no clear definition or a
very vague reference to other terms such as online course/learning, web-based learning,
web-based training, learning objects or distance learning believing that the terms can be
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used synonymously (Dringus & Cohen, 2005; Khan, 2001; Triacca et al., 2004; Wagner,
2001).
Distance education has been defined in a number of ways and has been called a
variety of things. Many researchers have tried hard to classify and define the term
distance education. There are four generally accepted definitions of distance education:
First, Holmberg (1977) stated the term ‘distance education’ covers the various
forms of study at all levels which are not under the continuous, immediate supervision of
tutors present with their students in lecture rooms or on the same premises, but which,
nevertheless, benefit from the planning, guidance and tuition of a tutorial organization.
Second, distance education is education which either does not imply the physical
presence of the teacher appointed to dispense it in the place where it is received or in
which the teacher is present only on occasion or for selected tasks (Juillet, 1971).
Third, Peters (1973) also reported distance teaching/education is a method of
imparting knowledge, skills and attitudes which is rationalized by the application of
division of labor and organizational principles as well as by the extensive use of technical
media, especially for the purpose of reproducing high quality teaching material which
makes it possible to instruct great numbers of students at the same time wherever they
live. It is an industrialized form of teaching and learning.
The last generally accepted definition of distance education is noted by Moore
(1990), distance teaching may be defined as the teacher and the learner are executed apart
and the instructional methods and communication between the teacher and the learner
must be facilitated by print, electronic, mechanical or other devices.
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These authors, like many, believe that there is a relationship between distance
education or distance learning and online learning but appear unsure in their own
descriptive narratives. According to a National Center for Educational Statistics survey,
distance education courses include live interactive audio or videoconferencing,
prerecorded instructional videos, webcasts, CD-ROMs or DVDs, or computer-based
systems accessed over the Internet (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES],
2012).
There is some uncertainty as to what exactly are the characteristics of the distance
education, but what is clear is that all forms of online learning, e-Learning, and distance
education whether they be as applications, programs, objects, or websites can eventually
provide a learning opportunity for individuals. The NCES (2012) also reported, during
the 2003-2004 academic year, around 3 million or 15.5% of all undergraduates had taken
at least one class via distance education and the number/percentage extended to around
4.3 million or 20.4% of all undergraduates in 2007-2008 (Table 1).
Table 1
Number and Percentage of Undergraduate Students in Postsecondary Institutions Taking
Distance Education Courses, 2003-04 and 2007-08
2003–04
2007–08
Taking any distance
Taking their entire
Taking any distance
Taking their entire
education courses
program through
education courses
program through
distance education
distance education
Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
students all students students all students students all students students all students
Total

2,961,000

15.5%

973,000

5.1%

4,277,000

20.4%

769,000

Note. Modified by Jeng-Yang Wu, November, 2012 Original data were from NCES,
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/tables/table-dhe-1.asp
5

3.7%

University faculties access the Internet and use instructional technologies, such as
inputting student records, searching databases, replying to e-mail, and creating and
participating in online chat rooms on a daily basis. In addition, the introduction of
electronic course management systems has made it much easier to offer distance
education classes and programs that address the many different needs of students such as
time and geographical issues. (Brownson & Harriman, 2000). The availability of distance
education has benefits for both students and educational institutions. One of the most
important advantages of distance education is greater access to higher education for
students and potential enrollment for universities (Collins & Deweesee, 2001; Thoms,
1996).
With the potential increase in enrollment, institutions are able to offer a broader
selection of courses to meet the needs of students, as well as continuing education
courses, workshops, and seminars. By providing a variety of courses, institutions are able
to increase class sizes in appropriate courses and to increase student retention. Distance
education has the potential to assist institutions in offering convenient, continuous and
quality education programs for many students who otherwise would not have access to
these learning opportunities. Students are able to broaden their knowledge of culturally
diverse populations through exposure to students at remote sites. Additionally, they are
able to make better use of their time, travel and finances (Thoms, 1996).
In spite of the benefits of distance education and the proliferation of classes
offered by higher education institutions, many faculty members are still reluctant to
participate in a distance education teaching environment (Olcott & Wright, 1955). The
reluctance does not mean faculty do not want to be involved in distance education. In
6

fact, faculty tend to have a positive view of teaching distance education in their academic
areas; however, they just have negative attitudes toward the use of distance education in
their own courses (Challis, 1998). Poor quality distance education programs exist due to
inadequate supervision of students and a lack of sufficient interaction between students
and faculty members. As a result, retaining faculty, staff and students in distance
education programs is a real problem in some situations (Collins & Deweese, 2001).
Many institutions of higher education have adopted distance education as the next
logical step in educational delivery systems (O'Malley & McCraw, 1999). More
specifically, new and emerging technology has transformed the educational system, and
many educators anticipate that technology’s power will guide and lead to improvements
in the educational system (Hamza & Alhalabi, 1999). However, it is a challenge for
faculty members to keep up with the newest technology skill and to focus on their own
research agenda at the same time.
Fortunately, in a distance education environment, institutional support can always
help faculty to design their own distance education course and to manage the course
through one of many course management systems. Olcott and Wright (1995) stated that
instructional support is one of the key elements leading to successful distance education.
Organizational theorists and researchers have studied the reciprocal relationship
between organizational support and employees’ efforts toward their jobs. Specifically, it
has been found that the individuals’ perception of organizational support influences their
work motivation and commitment, and then leads to improved job performance
(Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986). When an organization is perceived
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as being more supportive, faculty job satisfaction is higher as well (Ferris & Kacmar,
1992; Shore & Tetrick, 1994).
Studies have been completed that addressed the perceptions of faculty with regard
to institution support, and the relationship of institution support and faculty satisfaction
when teaching distance education. Bess (1998) stated that organizational support of
colleges and universities induce strong faculty motivation. Blackburn and Lawrence
(1995) concluded when faculty judge that adequate support exists, their motivation and
satisfaction to devote effort to instructional matters are high. Neumann and FinalyNeumann (1990) reported faculty satisfaction of online teaching was likely to increase to
the extent that the university was perceived to provide a supportive environment and an
equitable reward system. Cook, Kinnetz, and Owens-Misner (1990) noted among various
rewards in higher education institutions designed to induce better teaching, institutional
recognition of teaching excellence was the most preferred reward among faculty in higher
education.
The literature supports the need to examine and address the factors that affect
faculty satisfaction in order to reduce turnover and burnout of distance education teachers
(Issac & Boyer, 2007). Institutions’ support only works efficiently when institutions
know what factors influence faculty satisfaction and what support faculty want (McCann,
2007). With the many weaknesses and shortcomings of previous research related to
distance education teaching, the researcher saw a need for additional research in this area.
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Statement of the Problem
With the rapid spread of Internet and computer technology as an integral
component of instruction, and the rapid growth of distance education; it has become
imperative for higher education institutions to include distance education as a component
of the teaching/learning environment. A good distance education program is not
necessarily one that incorporates state-of-the art hardware and software or fast Internet
access for students. Most researchers focus on learning effectiveness, student satisfaction,
and cost effectiveness. However, few studies have been located that examine specifically
whether or not faculty are comfortable when they are teaching in a distance education
environment. Additional related research will be discussed in the next chapter.
Purpose of the Study
The university culture in the United States typically rewards excellence in
scholarly activity, such as publications in national refereed journals, but excellence in
teaching is not the major factor considered in promotion, tenure, and salary decisions
(Cook, eta., 1990). The quality of distance education classes and programs has generally
been viewed as inferior to that of traditional face-to-face classes and courses at some
universities (Olcott & Wright, 1995).
Thach and Murphy (1994) noted, “the sad fact remains that the institutional
reward systems are often established in such a way that even the most devoted distance
education instructors can become frustrated by the lack of recognition and understanding
for what they do” (p. 25).
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Based on the concept of knowing how faulty feel about instructional support
when teaching distance education, the researcher identified the purpose of this study is to
examine faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and support when teaching
distance education at a university which is located in the southeastern United States.
Research Questions
The following research questions were developed to guide the study:
1. What factors of instructional support (technology support, faculty
workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth
opportunities) do faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their satisfaction
when they participate in distance education?
2. Are there any meaningful and significant relationships or differences
between faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction (technology
support, workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, potential growth
opportunities) and demographic information (gender, race, age,
department, academic rank, tenure status, academic schedule, salary,
teaching experience, and distance education teaching experience)?
Significance of the Study
This research will examine faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and
support when they teach in a distance education environment. The findings of this study
can be used to increase the body of knowledge relating to distance education programs
offered in institutions of higher education. Faculty perceptions of distance education
programs may have some influence on the future of higher education course offerings.
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The results of this study can also provide insights into the possible changes in the roles
and responsibilities of faculty.
Delimitations
This study is delimited in the following ways:
The study was limited to the faculty (full-time and part-time) in the College of
Education, at a university located in the southeastern United States. The survey was
launched during summer, 2013.
Limitations and Internal Validity Threats
The results of the study should not be generalized beyond the population of the
study. The results are also limited in terms of the honesty and accuracy of the participants
in completing the questionnaire.
Definition of Terms
Terms that are technical in nature, unique to this study, or subject to multiple
interpretations are defined as follows for this study:
1. Demographic information: For this proposed study, demographic
information included gender, race, age, department, academic rank, tenure
status, academic schedule (full-time/ part-time), salary, teaching
experience, and distance education teaching experience.
2. Distance education: The definition of distance education in this study is
limited to and defined as a process by which students and teachers
communicate with one another and interact with course content via
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Internet-based learning technologies and 70% or more of the content is
delivered via the Internet or computers (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, &
Zvacek, 2009). Also, some distance education faculty in this study area
combine both strengths of traditional face-to-face classes and distance
education requiring students meet a few times a semester for some
purposes (presentations, midterm, and final exam) are also included in the
definition of distance education of this study.
3. Faculty: The operational definition of faculty in this proposed study is
those employees of a university which is located in the southeastern
United States who hold one of the following academic ranks: lecturer,
instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, and professor.
4. Faculty perceptions of institutional satisfaction and support: The
operational definition of faculty perceptions of institutional satisfaction
and support in this study is defined as a participant’s responses to the
questionnaire completed. Faculty perceptions of institutional satisfaction
and support are interpreted by a questionnaire. It included five factors,
thirty-five questions.
5. Faculty workload: The operational definition of faculty workload in this
study is defined as the total points for the faculty workload area of the
questionnaire. Seven questions are included in this factor and they are 1)
My job allows me to balance my professional and personal life, 2) I can
perform my duties efficiently during my scheduled working hours and
rarely have to take work home with me, 3) Teaching distance education
12

equals the same workload as face-to-face classes (hours for preparing
content, spending hours on answering and helping students’ questions), 4)
I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or coordinate distance education
activities in order to retain my position, 5) I have NOT felt
physical/emotional stress or a lack of motivation as a result of the high
levels of frustration and stress (from students, content of distance
education) associated with distance education, 6) I am satisfied with my
distance education class sizes, and students who take online classes have
the same expectations as me (students will not assume online classes are
easier than face-to-face classes or course standards are lower).
6. Instructional support: Instructional support included the following five
factors: technology support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with
colleagues, and potential growth opportunities as measured by the
questionnaire used in this dissertation.
7. Potential growth opportunities: The operational definition of potential
growth opportunities in this study is defined as the total points for the
potential growth opportunities area of the questionnaire. Seven questions
are included and they are 1) University/college/department provides a
variety of professional development opportunities for distance education,
2) University/college/department provides useful in-house professional
development opportunities on a continual/routine basis, 3)
University/college/department provides me opportunities to attend offcampus professional development workshops or conferences on a
13

continual/routine basis, 4) University/college/department provides
adequate financial support for professional development opportunities, 5)
University/college/department encourages professional growth
opportunities through formal education, 6) University/college/department
provides the same salary for teaching distance education as face to face
courses, and 7) University/college/department provides every faculty
member developmental opportunities related to distance education courses
regardless age, race, academic rank, and teaching years.
8. Relationships with colleagues: The operational definition of relationships
with colleagues in this study is defined as the total points for the
relationships with colleagues’ area of the questionnaire. Seven questions
are included and they are 1) There is a mutual respect among colleagues at
my institution, 2) There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the
faculty members, 3) Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values
about what the central mission of the department should be, 4) I gain
valuable knowledge of classroom practices from my colleagues, 5) My
colleagues are cognizant of my awards, publications, and
accomplishments, and I receive encouragement from fellow peers, 6) I
always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching skills
related to distance education, and 7) My colleagues are friendly and make
me feel welcomed.
9. Technology support: The operational definition of technology support in
this study is defined as the total points for the technology support area of
14

the questionnaire. Seven questions are included and they are 1)
University/college/department encourages using different technologies in
distance education, 2) University/college/department provides adequate
office facilities and supplies for use in distance education, 3)
University/college/department provides up-to-date technology that can be
used in delivering content when teaching distance education, 4)
University/college/department provides faculty with proper training on the
use of new technology for the distance education, 5) University/college
library (or media center) provides instructional materials and technical
support, 6) I continually seek opportunities to integrate new technology
and different activities into distance education environment, and 7) I plan
with the library media specialist/librarian for the integration of
library/media services into my distance education teaching.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
The review of the literature is organized around these topics: history and research
related to distance education, motivational theories, and factors related to faculty
satisfaction in teaching distance education. In order to understand faculty satisfaction
when teaching distance education, it is important to understand how distance education
has evolved, and the positive and negative issues faculty identify related to distance
education instruction. The literature was collected from both Internet-based library
databases and traditional academic libraries. The majority of relevant literature was found
in scholarly journals, doctoral dissertations, books, and online journals. The review
provides a scholarly summary of the area and sets a theoretical basis for the current study.
Review of Distance Education
The use of technology in education has changed the traditional instructional
environment, and has had a major impact on both instructors and students. There is often
the misconception that distance education is a relatively new teaching method. However,
distance education has existed in some form for over 100 years, although the origin of
distance education is in dispute. Distance Education is the process of extending learning
from one person (faculty, instructor, or teacher) to another person (student, learner, or
16

audience). Before the Internet and computers were used to deliver distance education, the
person who was separated either in time, location, or both time and location are all
included in the definition of distance education. Frick (1991) indicated that distance
education could be considered loosely as any form of communication, instruction, and
technology which was offered via the World Wide Web.
First Generation of Distance Education
One early example of distance education was correspondence courses that used
the traditional mail system to send print based materials between the instructor and the
student. Pittman (1991) stated that as far back as the mid-1800s, some colleges were
offering distant learning opportunities to students through correspondence courses.
Sumner (2000) suggested that the first recognized correspondence course was originally
offered in England in 1840 by Isaac Pitman to teach shorthand. Banas and Emory (1998)
and Prewitt (1998) traced the origins of correspondence study to Pennsylvania State
University in the late 1890s.
The first successful collegiate effort to offer correspondence courses was
conducted by the University of Chicago, under the leadership of William Rainey Harper
(McIsaac & Gunawardena, 1996). Between the years 1893 and 1923, the University of
Chicago enrolled more than 32,000 students through correspondence courses (Edelson &
Pittman, 2001). Pittman (1991) further stated that correspondence study, which was
designed to provide educational opportunities for those who were not among the elite and
who could not afford full time residence at an educational institution, was looked down
on as inferior education.
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The use of correspondence study has continued into modern times, even as other
distance learning modalities have gained popularity. In its infancy, correspondence
education offended the elitist and the extremely undemocratic educational system.
Keegan (2002) cites that in 1994 the Association of European Correspondence Schools
accounted for 75% of distance education, and Edelson and Pittman (2001) note that
Turkey’s Anadolu University, enrolling more than 500,000 students, the United Kingdom
Open University, and the Indira Ghandi Open University all rely heavily on
correspondence courses.
The term distance education was not used until 1972 when coined by the
International Council for Correspondence Education, when Caleb Phillips advertised a
correspondence course in shorthand in the Boston Gazette (Battenberg, 1971). The
Society to Encourage Studies at Home was created in Boston in 1873 (Lever-Duffy,
2000). This program was created to take advantage of universal free service that was
introduced by the United States Post Office. Pennsylvania State University used the
correspondence courses to deliver agricultural education to rural families (Banas &
Emory, 1998). However, Imel (1998) noted that correspondence courses remained the
dominant form of distance education until the mid 1900s. This provided a way for
teachers, lawyers, doctors, and ministers in the United States to keep up with recent
developments and pursue a variety of classes through correspondence courses (Nasseh,
1997).
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Second Generation of Distance Education
Throughout the history of human communication, advances in technology have
powered paradigmatic shifts in education (Frick, 1991). According to Sumner (2000) the
second generation of distance education has been identified as multimedia distance
education. Distance education began in the middle 1900s with the use of instructional
radio. The next adaptation to the use of technology in the offering of instruction at a
distance was through the use of radio and film. The radio gives teachers chances to
provide classes and enables students to take classes via one-way or two-way radio when
they are located in two different locations. The first recorded use of film for educational
purposes is a catalog of educational films from 1910 (Reiser, 1987). The Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) issued more than 200 educational licenses for radio
broadcasts between the years of 1915 and 1946 (Nasseh, 1997).
As radio developed during the First World War and television in the 1950s,
instruction outside of the traditional classroom had suddenly found new delivery systems.
In 1939, television was introduced to the world at the New York World’s Fair. Yet, as
early as 1932, Iowa State University began experimenting with transmitting televised
instructional courses, and applied to the FCC for an education television license in 1945.
After the FCC released the education television license in 1945, broadcasting educational
programs began in 1948. Between 1960 and 1968, the Midwest Program on Airborne
Television Instruction (MPATI) operated on the basis of broadcasting educational
programs from an airborne transmitter. During this period, nearly 1,800 schools were
involved in the program. In 1968 the program was discontinued and evolved into a
lending library for instructional tapes (King, 1997). In the 1970s, educational television
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(ETV) brought instruction to rural areas (Prewitt, 1998). However, the second generation
of distance education was lacking because it did not have the capability for two-way
communication between the instructor and the learner.
The number of educational television stations had grown to 233 by 1972 (Jeffries,
2005). More alternatives to the traditional education model began to appear in the form of
programs such as the University Without Walls, various extension programs, and models
based on the British Open University partly due to large scale funding from both the Ford
Foundation and Carnegie Commission on Higher Learning between 1960 and 1980
(Jeffries, 2005).
Today distance education courses are offered by public and private organizations,
school districts, universities, the military, and large corporations. During the early 1980s,
the use of Internet and multi-media technologies began to appear as text enhancements
(Brown & Brown, 1994). In the 1990s, significant changes in telecommunications
technology and the appearance of user-friendly Internet browsers began to influence
instruction resulting in the thinning of the line between traditional and distance education
as traditional classroom instruction began to utilize Internet technologies for
enhancement (Al-Hawamdah & Hart, 2002). Direct satellite broadcasts are produced by
more than 20 of the country’s major universities to provide over 500 courses in
engineering, and more than 40 billion dollars a year are spent by IBM, Kodak, and the
Fortune 5000 companies on distance education programs (Keegan, 2002).
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Current Developments in Distance Education
Examples of current technology used to deliver distance education include
computer-based communication, including electronic mail (E-mail), bulletin board
systems, the Internet, telephone-based audio conferencing, videoconferencing with oneor two-way video and two- way audio broadcast, cable and satellite television,
telephones, fiber optics, microwave, closed-circuit or low power television (Sherry,
1996). Moore (1997) and others’ survey of distance education utilization concluded that
the Internet or Web-based learning was one of the most commonly used technologies.
Willis (1993) stated that there are a wide range of technological options available
to the distance educator. They fall into four major categories: voice, passive audio,
instructional video, and data. Instructional voice tools include the interactive technologies
of the telephone, audio-conferencing, and shortwave radio. Passive audio (one-way) tools
include tapes and radio. Innstructional video tools include still images such as slides, preproduced moving images (film, videotapes), and real-time moving images combined with
audio conferencing (one-way or two-way with two-way audio). The last category, data,
includes computers used to send and receive information electronically. For this reason,
the term data is used to describe this broad category of instructional tools. Computer
applications for distance education are varied (Sherry, 1996). During the 2007-2008
academic year, 4.3 million or 20% of all undergraduates in U.S. colleges and universities
had taken at least one class via distance education (NCES , 2012).
Over the past decade, the rapid growth of instructional technology has been a
major influence on the direction of higher education. Whether in distance learning
programs or on-campus courses, technology has changed the way we teach. The
21

advancement of technology has changed the face of distance education so that online
education has become an accepted form of instruction at many universities (Perraton,
1988). Even though radio proved unsuccessful as a distance learning medium, the attempt
provided a plethora of information in the use of technology and served as the basis of the
use of television as an instructional tool (Moore & Kearsley, 1996). One of the barriers of
television as an educational modality is the lack of two-way interaction with the
instructor. The first solution to this problem came with the use of audio and
teleconferencing (Moore & Kearsley, 1996). In this most primitive form, studio
conferencing utilized recordings of student responses to the video presentation that were
then sent to the instructor of the course (Freed, 1999).
Traditionally, distance learning is a means of providing access to instructional
programs for students who are separated by time and physical location from a faculty
member. Distance learning is often thought as prepackaged text, audio, and/or video
courses taken by an isolated learner with little or no interaction with a faculty member or
other students (Boettcher, 1997).
As the technology increased in level of sophistication, audio and teleconferencing
as it is now used appeared. The University of Alaska, the University of Iowa, the
University of Wisconsin, and the University of Utah were among the first universities to
use this technology (Moore & Kearsley, 1996). This initial form of computer network
used to deliver distance education by a number of research-based universities throughout
the United States served as the backbone technology for the future creation and
expansion of the World Wide Web.
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Because of the growth in distance education and e-learning courses, there has
been a growing clamor for more distance education from both the academic and public
communities. Studies point to faculty as a key component in the growth and
unprecedented success of distance education (Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, 2004;
American Council on Education, 2003; Brewer, Potter, Jannasch-Pennell & DiGangi,
2004; Colbeck, Cabrera & Marine, 2002; Crumpacker, 2001; Giannoni & Teson, 2003;
Husmann & Miller, 2001; McKenzie, Mims, Bennett & Waugh, 2000; NCES, 2012;
Parker, 2003). As demand for more distance education continues, the study of what can
motivate faculty to teach distance education courses becomes more crucial.
Review of Motivation Theories
The success of electronic, web-based, courses (e-courses) depends not only upon
the schools and universities, but also on the faculty and adjunct instructors who teach
these courses. Yet few studies have addressed what motivates or deters the faculty who
create and teach e-courses beyond the acknowledgment of their overarching intrinsic
motivation to help others attain an education. The theoretical underpinnings for the
studies mentioned herein center around motivation theory, which looks at factors
influencing ‘an individual’s willingness to exert effort to achieve the organization’s
goals, conditioned by this effort’s ability to satisfy individual needs’ (DeCenso &
Robbins, 1994, p. 327). The findings of these surveys indicate that faculty motivation and
distance education participation are closely aligned. Faculty are intrinsically motivated to
help students, but extrinsically motivated to meet their physiological needs through
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incentives, such as salary increases, course releases and technology support derived from
teaching e-learning and distance education courses.
The origins of motivation theory emanate from the field of behavioral
psychology, which focuses upon specific human responses in order to replicate precise
conditions and achieve specific outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ellis, 1992; Herzberg,
1964; Lepper & Cordova, 1992; Maslow, 1970; Medved, 1982; Rogers & Shoemaker,
1971; Rogers, 1983). One of the most well-known behavioral psychologists for his work
in motivational theory was Abraham Maslow (1954). His hierarchy of needs theory was
based on the basic motivations that govern human behavior. Maslow’s theory suggests
that all people are satisfying the same five needs: physiological, safety, love, esteem, and
self-actualization. According to the theory, people seek to satisfy their needs in a step
progression. Once a need at one of the five levels has been satisfied, it is no longer a
source of motivation which means people will move on to the next higher level. Belilos
(1997) explains Maslow’s hierarchy of needs as applied to workers as follows:


Physiological Needs – includes the basic physical needs such as the ability
to acquire food, shelter, clothing, and other basics to survive



Safety Needs – includes a safe and non-threatening work environment, job
security, and safe equipment and installations



Social Needs – includes contact and friendship with fellow workers, social
activities, and opportunities



Ego – includes recognition, acknowledgement, and rewards
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Self-Actualization – includes realizing one’s dreams and potential, and
reaching the heights of one’s gifts and talents. (p. 5)

Needs are prioritized, ranging from the most basic needs of food, water and sleep;
to self-actualization needs that include the desire for self-fulfillment and the realization of
one’s potential (French, 2001). Once the person’s basic physiological needs are met, food
shelter, safety and money, then one moves on to desire the next level of needs, those of
acceptance, love, higher self-esteem and self-actualization. The final levels of needs
intrinsically motivate a person to perform actions that will result in rewards of
acceptance, love, higher self-esteem and self-actualization (Maslow, 1970; Rogers &
Shoemaker, 1971; Rogers, 1983).
Maslow (1970) believed that people will be motivated by two or more needs. For
example, people may stop pursuing higher education once the need for a job has been
met. Salary might be a need at this time, however, once salary is been satisfied, it will no
longer be motivating.
Herzberg (1964) studied the factors in an employee’s work environment that
caused satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Hertzberg’s theory (1964) was structured directly
for an organizational or work setting. He interviewed employees to find out what pleased
and displeased them about their jobs. He found those factors causing satisfaction were
different from those factors causing dissatisfaction, calling the satisfiers “motivators” and
the dissatisfiers “hygiene factors.”
Behavioral and social scientists indicated that there is positive relationship
between work satisfaction and employee performance (Bowran & Todd, 1999). Pearson
and Seiler (1983) investigated academicians’ satisfaction level with their working
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environment to the context of Hertzberg theory. They found that academicians were
satisfied with their working environment but dissatisfied with compensation. Motivator
factors were those factors within a job which allow for such things as achievement,
responsibility, recognition, advancement, and challenge. Thus motivator needs are those
associated with the work itself, such as the degree of challenge of the job. Motivator
needs are met by jobs with increased levels of responsibility and autonomy. In contrast,
hygiene factors are classified as environmental factors such as salary, interpersonal
relationships, working conditions, styles of leadership, working hours, and status.
Hertzberg believed that when motivator needs are met, the person experiences job
satisfaction.
Herzberg's (1964) findings have supported managers giving employees more
input into planning and controlling their work; however, it is not considered a real theory,
as the concept assumes a correlation between satisfaction and productivity that was not
measured.
Another psychologist, McClelland (1987) validated the fact that high achievers do
not necessarily make the best managers, as the achievement aspect is related to the
individual's personal aspirations and may not influence how someone leads people. The
combination of his two factors can produce four different scenarios such as


High hygiene/High motivation. This was considered to be the best work
environment. The workers are highly motivated and have minimum
complaints about their jobs.
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High hygiene/Low motivation. In this scenario, the employees view the
job as a paycheck. Although there are few complaints about the job, their
motivation to do the job is not high.



Low hygiene/High motivation. Employees in this scenario may like their
jobs, but may have issues about the working conditions (i.e., salary or
hours). These employees are highly motivated, but have complaints about
their working conditions.



Low hygiene/Low motivation. This was considered to be the worst work
environment, in which the workers are unmotivated and have many
complaints about the job.

In summary, the theorists discussed in this section have made an impact in the
field of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction of employees has an essential role in
organizations. Because satisfied employees are the valuable assets of any organization,
job satisfaction has become an important point for researchers (Gautam, Mandal, &
Dalal, 2006). The motivation theories serve as a foundation for other theories because if
faculty are not motivated to teach distance education, it would be meaningless to support
any distance education teaching environment for faculty. Moreover, only when faculty
are satisfied with the distance education environment which universities/institutions
provide, can distance education flourish.
Factors Contributing to Faculty Satisfaction
Maguire (2005) identified several factors that could be considered extrinsic
motivators and increase satisfaction, including (a) recognition from peers and
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opportunities for promotion and tenure (Bonk, 2001; Parisot, 1997); (b) opportunity to
showcase their online work and solicit feedback from peers (Chizmar & Williams, 2001;
Parisot, 1997); and (c) collaboration with faculty from other organizations (Dooley &
Murphrey, 2000).
Lazarus (2003) found that the required time commitments for online teachers
were reasonable, ranging between three to seven hours per week. However, Lazarus
(2003) noted that while teaching on-campus courses the instructor only meets with
students several times a week, different from online courses where the instructor "needs
to be online and available to students every day" (Lazarus, 2003, p. 53). Her research
indicated that, "participating in and grading the online discussions takes the greatest
amount of time" for online instructors (Lazarus, 2003, p. 53). Allen, Seaman, and Sloan
(2006) stated, "Faculty satisfaction with online teaching reflects institutional commitment
to building and sustaining environments that are personally rewarding and professionally
beneficial" (p. 70).
Faculty satisfaction in the context of this research is defined as the perception that
teaching in the online environment is ‘effective and professionally beneficial’ (American
Distance Education Consortium [ADEC], n.d.). Because faculties are instrumental in the
success of distance education programs, levels of faculty satisfaction are one measure for
the assessment of program effectiveness (Lock Haven University, 2004). The National
Education Association (NEA, 2000) found that approximately 75% of faculty surveyed
felt positively about distance education. Hartman et al. (2000) reported that 83.4% of
instructors were satisfied with teaching fully online courses, and 93.6% of respondents
were willing to continue to teach online. Conceição (2006) pointed out that most
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participants in a phenomenological study indicated online teaching ‘gave them some type
of satisfaction’ (p. 40). Fredericksen, Pickett, Shea, Pelz, and Swan (2000) reported a
high level of faculty satisfaction in a large online network in postsecondary education.
Several motivating factors in the participation of faculty in distance education and
barriers to faculty adoption have been identified in the literature (ADEC, n.d.; Betts,
1998; Bower, 2001; Durette, 2000; Fredericksen et al., 2000; Hartman et al., 2000; NEA,
2000; Palloff & Pratt, 2001; Panda & Mishra, 2007; Passmore, 2000; Rockwell, Schauer,
Fritz, & Marx, 1999; Simonson et al., 2009; Allen, Seaman, & Sloan, 2006). However,
individual differences can be defined as the personal attributes that vary from one person
to another. These differences range from the most obvious (demographic, such as gender,
race, age) to the least obvious (psychological, such as personality). As diversity becomes
a greater issue in organizations, the need for understanding differences will increase.
Faculty satisfaction is a complex issue that is difficult to describe and predict.
Because of the lack of a definitive way to measure faculty satisfaction in distance
education, previous researchers have closely examined many variables. According to
Plascak and Bean (1989), the variables that are most often reviewed in literature
associated with educational employees are demographic in nature, such as “gender,
tenure status, and rank” (p. 8). There can, however, be institutional variables such as
salary, relationships between coworkers, the use of technology, and opportunities for
professional growth that can influence an individual’s level of job satisfaction (Houston
et al., 2006; Rosser & Townsend, 2006). Boberg and Blackburn (1983) suggested that
faculty members gain satisfaction from their daily activities such as teaching and
research, but are dissatisfied with their working conditions sometimes. However, faculty
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members strive to keep quality interaction with students and co-workers while
maintaining a productive work environment.
The literature reviewed indicated that the following variables are related to
satisfaction in teaching distance education: the demographic variables of gender, race,
age, department, academic ranks, appointment status, length of appointment, current
salary, years of teaching, and years of teaching distance education; and the institutional
variables include technology support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with
colleagues, and potential growth opportunities. These variables are discussed in the
following section:
Faculty Gender
Studies of gender have been quite common in job satisfaction research (e.g.
Forgionne & Peeters, 1982; Hulin & Smith, 1964; Mason, 1995; Mottaz, 1986; Peccei &
Lee, 2005; Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2003). The finding that female faculty are less
satisfied with their jobs has been well established (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995;
Hagedorn, 2000; Olsen & Near, 1994; Olsen et al., 1995; Seifert & Umbach 2008).
However, other research reported different findings related to gender and
satisfaction. Perie and Baker (1997) stated that females are more satisfied with their work
than male faculty and their satisfaction is less related with salary and fringe benefits. In
Perie and Baker’s (1997) research, they found female work satisfaction is more
associated with their age and work experiences than salary and fringe benefits.
Many researchers support this finding (Clark, Oswald, & Warr, 1996; Smith &
Plant, 1982). According to Clark, et al. (1996), there is a linear relationship between
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married people and unmarried people. Married people (both male and female) are more
satisfied with their profession than unmarried people (Hertzberg et al., 1957). Rosser and
Townsend (2006) used gender as a variable to test the structural equation models; no
statistically significant gender differences in perceptions of work life quality or intent to
leave were found. However, when considered in conjunction with other literature
comparing the job satisfaction of faculty by gender, these findings seem an anomaly.
Fraser and Hodge (2000) found the profiles of satisfied male and female faculty
distinct. Male faculty (mostly white) who embraced gender and racial diversity were
more satisfied, perceived organizational processes to be fair, and gained greater intrinsic
rewards from faculty work than female faculty. Females, however, indicate that
interpersonal relations with other women, such as opportunities for networking and
mentoring were found to be key to job satisfaction for women (Fraser & Hodge, 2000).
Faculty Race
Diverse faculty are common in universities. Because of different cultures,
backgrounds, and personal life goals, it becomes a challenge for institutions to maintain
faculty morale and satisfy everybody. With data gathered in the fall of 2010, the U.S.
Department of Education’s Digest of Education Statistics (2011) indicated that
minorities, including African-American, Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian make up
only 16.5% of all full-time faculty members in public 4-year universities. Astin (1997)
found faculty of color to be less satisfied in terms of their autonomy, independence, and
opportunity to develop new ideas than their White colleagues.
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Thompson and Dey (1998) compared job satisfaction based on different races.
They found faculty of color and women appear to be more stressed and less satisfied with
the promotion and tenure process compared to white, male colleagues. Also, Ponjuan and
Hurtado (2005) found Latino faculty were less satisfied than White faculty with their
overall job duties, but that African American faculty did not statistically differ in their job
satisfaction from their White colleagues. More recently, Rosser (2005) found intrinsic job
satisfaction for faculty of color to have diminished from 1993 to 1999. Based on the
research, Allen et al. (2009) indicated that Asian/Pacific Islander faculty members
performed better in school achievement, recognition, responsibility, and had higher job
satisfaction than other races.
Faculty Age
Mottaz (1987) thought there were four possible explanations as to why there was
a correlation between age and job satisfaction variables. The hypotheses were


Younger workers are more concerned with intrinsic rewards (i.e., the work
itself, satisfaction with co-workers), whereas older workers are more
interested in extrinsic rewards (e.g., pay, promotion, supervision).



Younger workers have a desire and need for more rewards than the job
can provide.



Older workers have more seniority so it is easier for them to move into
jobs that provide more satisfaction and rewards.



Older workers have fewer expectations for their jobs because they believe
the intrinsic rewards are impossible to attain.
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After being at a job for a period, older workers tend to assimilate into the culture
and accept things “as is” versus attempting to attain higher goals. Research studies have
concluded that a direct relationship with one’s age and the overall level of job satisfaction
exist (Hays & Kearney, 2001). Oshagbemi (1998) conducted a study on the impact of age
on the job satisfaction of university teachers. His literature review showed that most
studies that focused on the correlation between age and job satisfaction and have
concluded that there is some association between age and job satisfaction. Oshagbemi's
(1998) study reported the results from a survey given to academics in the United
Kingdom in 1994, in which questionnaires were sent to the faculty at 23 universities. The
results indicated that age is related to job satisfaction levels in the core aspects of the
professor's job.
As workers age and remain in the same position for an extended period of time,
some administrators feel as though faculty burnout or a sense of complacency among
aging employees would result in a lack of production. However, Flores (2005) concluded
that production levels of older faculty members do not decrease, but their attention shifts
to factors such as knowledge of subject area, participatory governance, and salary.
Faculty Appointment
Faculty appointment area in this research means the departments where the
faculty teach and conduct research. Generally speaking, research reviewed related to
faculty satisfaction has focused on the differences related to faculty gender, age, and
basic demographic information. Few researches used different departments as variables
to examine as related to faculty satisfaction. Most of the researches discussed the overall
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level of faculty satisfaction based on the demographic information instead of discussing
faculty from separate departments. Neumann (1978) in his research “predicting faculty
job satisfaction in university graduate departments” used five components to compared
faculty job satisfaction which were from three different departments. He found that
faculty in social sciences have stronger job satisfaction than physical sciences faculty in
the power perception factor. However, faculty from social sciences, art, and physical
sciences had strong job satisfaction in the university rewards assessment category. These
studies support the hypothesis that differences in job satisfaction can be identified based
on the departments in which faculty teach (Lodahl & Gordon, 1972, 1973; Neumann,
1977, 1978).
Faculty Academic Ranks
A look at the literature shows that research designed to investigate whether or not
faculty satisfaction increases with rank are few (Oshagbemi, 1997); however, most of the
evidence that does exist suggests that job rank/level/position is a reliable predictor of job
satisfaction with workers at higher-ranks/levels/positions generally being more satisfied
with their jobs compared to those at lower ranks/levels/positions (Oshagbemi, 2003).
Higher-ranked employees indicate higher levels of job satisfaction because higher-level
jobs tend to be more complex, support better working conditions, pay higher salary,
provide more promotion prospects, give supervision, and need much responsibility
(Cranny et al., 1992; Robie et al., 1998; Aronson et al., 2005). Dissatisfaction amongst
higher-level employees will most likely reflect on lower-level employees thus resulting in
economic, financial and morale problems indicating that a positive relationship between
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job satisfaction and job level conveys certain economic advantages to business
organizations (Aronson et al., 2005).
Near et al. (1978) found that the strongest predictors of faculty satisfaction were
rank and age. Holden and Black (1996) indicated clear differences in productivity and
satisfaction by academic rank amongst psychologists employed as faculty members in
medical school, with full professors having displayed higher levels of productivity and
satisfaction when compared to associate professors and assistant professors. Oshagbemi
(1997), in his study that examined the effects of academic rank on the faculty satisfaction
of UK academics, found that overall faculty satisfaction increased progressively with
rank.
Faculty Appointment Status
Job tenure, in general terms, is a guaranteed job contract that is given to
individuals who have over a period of between two and seven years, proved their skills.
In Lerato and Oladele’s study (2011), they used several variables to measure the
correlation between job tenure and job satisfaction. They found that there was a
significant correlation between job satisfaction and job tenure. However, Nauman (1993)
and Kamural et al. (2003) found a statistically significant but weak relationship between
job tenure and job satisfaction. Mirfakhrai (1991) also found a statistically significant but
weak negative relationship between job tenure and job satisfaction.
Organizational tenure is another worker related variable that has been found to be
correlated with job satisfaction. Organizational tenure was defined as the number of years
an employee has been working in the present organization. Mirfakhrai (1991) found a
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statistically significant weak and negative relationship between organizational tenure and
job satisfaction. Nauman (1993), however, found a statistically significant but weak
positive relationship between organizational tenure and job satisfaction. This also may be
because of the limited or lack of job opportunities in the Nigerian society. With abundant
job openings, employees especially the young ones will always want to change their jobs
for ‘better’ offers. But with the lack of job opportunities, and absence of well-structured
pension schemes, workers are less likely to have intentions to leave or quit their jobs,
irrespective of how long they have stayed in the organization.
Faculty Academic Schedule
Nearly all of the recent studies on faculty job satisfaction have utilized data from
national surveys in the United States and Canada, such as the National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF; Anthony & Valadez, 2001, 2002; Clery, 2001; Conley &
Leslie, 2002). These studies have consistently found that, contrary to popular perception,
part-time and full-time faculty report similar levels of overall, or global, job satisfaction.
However, as Anthony and Valadez (2002) suggest, such findings might hide actual
differences that exist for particular aspects of the job (e.g., autonomy, pay, coworkers).
Researchers examining job satisfaction have indeed identified some differences
between part-time and full-time faculty. For example, Clery (2001) and Leslie and Gappa
(2002) found that full-time faculty were more satisfied with job security and
salary/benefits than part-time faculty. Results from other research; however, have been
more mixed. For example, Anthony and Valadez (2002) found that full-time faculty were
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more satisfied with students and autonomy whereas Leslie and Gappa (2002) found that
part-time faculty were more satisfied with advancement, compensation, and security.
Several factors might influence whether part-time and full-time faculty differ in
their level of satisfaction for various aspects of their jobs. First, the various studies
utilized different measures of job satisfaction, sometimes with little information about the
number of items or the reliability of the measure. Any differences in content or
consistency of the measures being employed in two studies might result in conflicting
findings (e.g., significant differences in only one of the studies). Second, although past
research has been exploratory (i.e., no specific hypotheses were presented a priori) there
is reason to expect differences in experience for some factors such as payment,
coworkers, and students, but not necessarily others.
Beard and Edwards (1995) and Barling and Gallagher (1996) argued that relations
between work status and job satisfaction depend upon the conceptual relevance between
the two. In this case, the most salient differences between part-time and full-time faculty
positions would seem to be salary, benefits, job security, and promotion opportunities.
Satisfaction with other areas of faculty life, such as one’s students or colleagues, might be
more equivalent among the two types of faculty.
Antony & Hayden (2011) found some differences between full-time and part-time
faculty. The differences between full- and part-time faculty members’ levels of
satisfaction along each of the individual satisfaction items present a slightly more
differentiated picture. Overall, full-time faculty members express significantly greater
satisfaction with the benefits associated with their job. Part-time faculty members, on the
other hand, express significantly more satisfaction than full-time faculty members with
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their workloads, salary, and the equipment and facilities they are given for teaching. On
all of the other satisfaction items, part- and full-time faculty members express statistically
equal levels of satisfaction.
Faculty Salary
The salary of faculty members has been a topic of discussion over the last several
years. It has been shown that salary does have an effect on the job satisfaction of faculty
members (Plascak & Bean, 1989). According to “Piecing Together the Student Success
Puzzle” by George et al. (2007), most college and university systems establish salary
schedules that are based on the type of degree a faculty member holds, the number of
years of experience, and participation in professional development activities. Once a
faculty member enters a placement on the salary schedule, an increase in salary occurs
only when a certain number of years are completed or when additional college
coursework is completed or educational degree is obtained.
Faculty Years of Teaching and Years of Teaching Distance Education
Years of teaching experience may be used as an indicator of a teacher’s human
capital “an individual’s cumulative abilities, knowledge, and skill developed through
formal and informal education and experience” (Pil & Leana, 2009, p.1103). With respect
to the relationship of experience of teaching years to teachers’ job satisfaction, the
research findings are less clear. Some studies have found no indication of a significant
association between the experience of teaching years and satisfaction (e.g., Crossman &
Harris, 2006; Green-Reese et al., 1991), while others have demonstrated that the longer
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teachers stay in the job, the less satisfied they are (e.g., Ma & MacMillan, 1999; US
Department of Education, 2011; Van Houtte, 2006; Van der Ploeg & Scholte, 2003).
Hagedorn (2000) validated a model of faculty career stages based on reported
years until retirement, defining faculty who were at an early stage of their careers (25
years or more until retirement) as "novices," (15-20 years until retirement)
"midcareerists" a late career faculty (5 years or less until retirement) "disengagers."
Hagedorn's research indicated that novices "derived job satisfaction from positive
relationships with the administration and interactions with students," midcareerists' job
satisfaction was "strongly related to appropriate compensation," and disengagers job
satisfaction was "best predicted through positive relationships with administration as well
as appropriate compensation" (Hagedorn 2000, p. 10).
In general, the negative association between experience of teaching years and
satisfaction is ascribed to older and more experienced teachers having more difficulties
with reforms and changes in their school, with a lack of future career prospects, and with
career exhaustion (Elchardus et al., 2009; Van der Ploeg & Scholte, 2003). From this
perspective, one might conclude experienced teachers to have lower levels of job
satisfaction than those with less experience of teaching years.
Technology Support
Providing appropriate administrative support, technical expertise, and online
infrastructure have also been reported as barriers for faculty involvement in online
education (Li, 2004). Fear of technology is always an issue: developing online courses
demands considerable instructional development effort on the part of faculty members,
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and doing so requires them to master the technology behind distance delivery (Finney,
2004). Other research has suggested that faculty members need to consider adult learning
principles in planning online, learning-centered activities directed at self-motivated and
self-directed students (Hardy & Boaz, 1997).
Colleges are providing access to higher education through a variety of means for
all individuals, regardless of where they are in life (Barone, 1999). As technological
advances take place and growth continues in the field of online education, faculty
members are seeking ways to enhance classroom instruction while at the same time
meeting the different learning styles of their students. Nevertheless, with the growth of
information technology comes frustration and stress for faculty members. According to
Fields (2000), two-thirds of faculty members feel pressure from having to keep up with
technological advancements in the teaching environment, especially online. However,
faculty members have a desire to teach at institutions where there are modern
instructional facilities that include “state-of-the-art classrooms, up-to-date audiovisual
equipment, computer facilities, and sufficient resources to support online teaching”
(Anthony & Valadez, 2001, p. 104).
With advancement in technology occurring on college campuses, and in particular
with online education, there is a need for adequate technical support personnel to assist in
elevating the pressure that faculty members might feel (Rosser & Townsend, 2006).
Rosser (2005) affirmed the most important issues that colleges and universities will face
over the coming years is the amount of instructional technology used in the distance
education learning environment and the amount of technical support that will be available
to assist faculty members.
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Two major areas: teaching with technology and technical/administrative support
were identified in Maguire’s (2005) study. In Maguire’s study, faculty had stronger desire
and believed that technology can improve students learning outcome and made the
instruction difference when faculty received enough support from technical support. The
faculty desired to educate the students regarding technology as well as the defined
content material as the instructors believed that incorporating technology in the courses
prepared the students for the world of work. In addition, the use of technology improved
the quality of course development and teaching. This integration enhanced the learning
experience (Betts, 1998; Bonk, 2001; Dooley & Murphrey, 2000; McKenzie, Mims,
Bennett, & Waugh, 2000; Schifter, 2000). Finally technology allowed the faculty to
develop more online courses, which increased the number of course offerings for students
(Betts, 1998; Dooley & Murphrey; McKenzie et al., 2000; Schifter, 2000).
Faculty Workload
Faculty workload covers the total set of formal and informal job descriptions. A
lot of other factors also affect this package of job descriptions such as department size
and nature of institution. Allen (1996) defined workload as the total amount of time a
faculty member devotes to activities like teaching, research, administration, and
community services.
Workload issues are the greatest barrier in the adoption of online education
because educators perceive the workload to be higher than compared to that of traditional
courses. At least initially, faculty expect to spend more time on online course
development and online teaching. Faculty are more satisfied when the institution provides
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release time for course development and recognizes that online teaching is time
consuming (Allen, Seaman, & Sloan, 2006; American Distance Education Consortium,
n.d.; Betts, 1998; Bower, 2001; Hartman et al., 2000; Howell, Saba, Lindsay, &
Williams, 2004; Passmore, 2000; Rockwell et al., 1999; Simonson et al., 2009;).
The definition of faculty workload in this study is the amount of time spent on
teaching, research, and service. According to the American Association of University
Professors, 1999 (also cited in Tomei, 2004), the standard formula for faculty workload is
40-40-20; that is, 40% of a faculty member’s time is spent on teaching, 40% on research,
and 20% on service. Murray and Cunningham (2004) acknowledged that new faculty
members can be weighed down simply by the number of classes that must be taught
during a term and the preparation that goes in to each class.
In keeping with this statement, Murray (2000), concluded that 74% of new faculty
members who participated in their research study work more than 50 hours a week
whereas 38% work 60 hours a week. Although this is considered the standard, not all
institutions adhere to this breakdown because their needs are different. For instance, at
research institutions, the emphasis on research is sometimes more important than
teaching and service; thus, the percentages of time faculty spend on teaching and service
are proportionally lower.
Faculty workload can be described as the full spectrum of work commitments of
an academic staff member in an academic unit at an institution of higher education. This
comprises work that contributes to the academic enterprise and as agreed upon in
considerable detail on an annual basis between the academic staff member and his/her
direct supervisor and/or institution.
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Research has shown that teaching online is twice as time consuming as traditional
instruction (Cavanaugh, 2005). Compensation and time issues are also motivational
factors institutions must address in order to sustain successful online education efforts
(Porter, 2003). Metle (2003) in his survey found work content as an important factor in
determining employee’s satisfaction. Mayes (1998) argues that faculty roles are being
shaped by disciplinary differences and educational institutions’ missions/visions.
Over that last 30 years the definition of faculty workload has been changed a lot
as now it is being defined in the context of total work time, individual productivity and
technology used by teacher in class presentation. Glazer and Henry (1994) and Porter and
Umbach (2000) discussed that faculty workload covers multi factors besides teaching
credit hours, committee involvement, research time, community service, office hours,
student evaluation, course preparation. They participants the faculty activities in domains
of instruction, scholarship, and service. Mancing (1991) advocated that determination of
faculty workloads is an integral task of institutional planning.
Mancing (1991) offers a more contextual workload formula of 85-5-10 (85%
teaching, 5% research, and 10% service) for liberal studies institutions and other
postsecondary institutions. At the community college level, faculty workload refers to the
number of hours spent in the classroom each week times the number of students enrolled,
and excludes the research, scholarship, or consulting load (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). The
aforementioned formulas provide some insight into faculty workload, but the actual
percentage breakdown may vary even at institutions of similar size and focus.
Several authors agree that Web-based courses require a disproportionate
investment of time and effort on the part of faculty members in relation to classroom
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courses of comparable size, content, and credit (Case, Bauder, & Simmons, 2001;
Rockwell et al., 1999; Schneider, 1999; Tomei, 2004; Visser, 2000). For instance, in a
case study of personal experiences teaching distance education, Visser (2000) found the
amount of his total work hours to be twice as high for distance education as for traditional
courses. Similarly, in a class taught face-to-face and online, Tomei reported 198.13 hours
on the online section compared with 136.50 hours face-to-face (delivery of content,
counsel and advisement, and grading) per semester.
However, not all authors agree with these findings. DiBiase (2000) found that
distance education courses require more attention, but the total teaching and maintenance
time per student is less than that of the traditional face-to-face courses.
Tenure
Barnes, Agago, and Coombs (1998) conducted research to investigate the
relationship between work-related stress and a faculty member’s intent to leave the
professoriate. They concluded that one of the stressors causing faculty to leave the
profession is the lack of community that is felt within higher education. Thus, pleasant
working relationships improve levels of job satisfaction (Hutton & Jobe, 1985). Tang and
Tang (2012) used salary as a factor (also named the love of money in their research) to
test the relationship between income and tenure/ non-tenured faculty. They found that for
faculty who were tenured had less desire of money and also felt stronger job satisfaction.
However, faculty who were not tenured had a stronger desire of money and tended to
leave their job position for better job opportunities.

44

On the other hand, non-tenured faculty had lower levels of job satisfaction.
Waltman et al. (2012) suggested that a lack of respect and inclusion is a strong predictor
of job dissatisfaction among non-tenured faculty. In her study, she recommended that
institutions should establish well-developed, supportive policies and standards for nontenured faculty to contribute to the satisfaction of part-time non-tenured faculty.
Relationships with Colleagues
Manger and Eikeland (1990) postulated that relationships with co-workers have a
direct impact on employee’s turnover. Teams add a powerful dimension to the workplace.
University faculty work efficiently and enjoy teaching, research, and administration if
they feel supportive and work with coworkers as a team (McGourty & Meuse, 2001).
A team is a group of people, each of whom possesses a particular expertise,
responsible for making decisions; holds a common purpose; meets to communicate,
collaborate and consolidate knowledge, in order to make plans, determine actions, and
influence future decisions (Brill, 1976). It has been found that one of the five things that
employees want most from their jobs is to participate in a team environment and have
opportunities to belong in a team (Heathfield, 2000). Research shows that teamwork is
positively related to faculty satisfaction. For example, Kruse (1986) investigated the
relationship of colleagues and job satisfaction among county staff.
Teamwork was measured by peer support (extent to which behavior of county
staff encouraged their own feelings of self-worth), peer team building (extent to which
behavior of county staff encouraged teamwork among themselves), peer goal emphasis
(extent to which behavior of county staff generated contagious enthusiasm for effective
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performance), peer work facilitation (extent to which staff helped each other remove
roadblocks to effective performance), and functioning (extent to which staff functioned
well as a group). Results demonstrated that good relationships with colleagues had a
positive relationship with the faculty satisfaction.
Roelen, Koopmans, and Groothoff (2008) found that satisfaction with colleagues
was related to overall satisfaction, which affirms earlier research findings. However,
comparison of the factors, relationships with colleagues is a less important determinant of
job satisfaction.
In order for workers to have a sense of belonging to an organization, they must
develop an emotional connection with colleagues, either through a friendship or a
working relationship. Rhoades, Eisenberger, and Armeli (2001) stated that “affectively
committed employees are seen as having a sense of belonging and identification that
increase their involvement in the organization’s activities, their willingness to pursue the
organization’s goals, and their desire to remain with the organization” (p. 827).
Employees who have the opportunity to work in teams within their organization are more
likely to be satisfied at work, less likely to quit and have a willingness to cooperate at
work compared to employees who do not have the opportunity to work in teams.
Potential Growth Opportunities
Just as students need refresher courses periodically in order to achieve a
successful grade, faculty members need professional development opportunities to
remain up-to-date on pedagogical issues and continue to stay abreast in their respective
discipline (Frankel, 1973). However, some administrators believe otherwise because of
46

the costs involved and the release time that must be granted (Rosser, 2005). When faculty
members do “have access to professional development, it is often inadequate” ASHE
Higher Education Report (George et al., 2007, p. 33), as a result, faculty members stated
that the lack of professional development opportunities is the least satisfying aspect of
their job (Hutton & Jobe, 1985).
By taking part in professional growth opportunities, faculty members are
engaging in scholarly activity and intellectual stimulation. Consequently, this has been
shown to improve faculty morale and have an impact on the overall satisfaction of faculty
members (Garmon, 1997; Rosser, 2005).
Summary
The review of literature identified a number of issues related to teaching distance
education. Technology could be an inhibitor as well a motivator, as some faculty
members were resistant to change (Berge, 1998; Parisot, 1997) and did not see the need
to add any technology to their courses. Also, some faculty members were afraid of
technology (Parisot, 1997).
Technology was also an indirect cause of job insecurity (Dooley & Murphrey,
2000), as there was a fear that adding technology to courses would automate the process
and eliminate faculty positions. Another fear involved the issue of intellectual property of
online courses, as some faculty members were concerned that their work could be
packaged and used by institutions without the need of a “live” instructor. Finally, there
was a concern that for-profit corporations would overtake the market and pose a serious
threat to traditional institutions.
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Other faculty inhibitors included issues about course quality, accuracy of
information on the Internet, appropriateness for traditional age students, decrease in
student interaction, and copyright issues. Faculty workload continued to be a concern
among faculty and accreditation bodies. Inhibitors that were considered institutional
included faculty workload, lack of system support, lack of training for online delivery,
time constraints and release time, and security issues. In addition, faculty members were
concerned that their efforts to build the institution’s reputation and portfolio of distance
education offerings were not valued to the same degree as research. This perception led
many faculty members to believe they would not get proper credit in the tenure and
promotion process (Betts, 1998; Lee, 2001; Wilson, 1998).
If the organizations can take advantage of the behaviors and abilities of their
employees and fulfill their needs, the organizations and employees will have the perfect
person-job fit. If the fit is successful, the organizations will benefit and the employees
should be satisfied with their job.
The key element for success in these online learning efforts is in both motivating
and then appropriately supporting faculty members in the developing and teaching of
online courses. The message is clear: universities and colleges seeking to expand and
enhance online learning will benefit from continued research into factors that can be
initiated to facilitate faculty members’ desire to teach online, and the value of those
faculty who teach distance education should be acknowledged with appropriate
compensation.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The design of this study is descriptive and correlational. Descriptive studies
involve observing the subjects without intervening. A descriptive method, such as a
survey, is often used as the data collection technique for research when the goal is to
provide descriptive information based on established criteria. Gay and Airasian (2003)
mentioned that descriptive studies are a useful research method for investigating a variety
of educational problems such as assessing attitudes, opinions, preferences, demographics,
practices, and procedures.
This study used the survey methodology in order to determine faculty satisfaction
in teaching distance education and the relationships among the satisfaction variables
(technology support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and
potential growth opportunities) and demographics. The following sections explain the
research design, research problem and research questions, variables of the study,
population and sample selection, instrumentation, reliability, Institutional Review Board
(IRB) certification and research approval, data collection and procedures, and statistical
analyses. The procedures for pilot testing and the limitations and time frame of the study
are also discussed.
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Research Design
The design of this research utilized a survey design. For the purpose of this study,
data was collected at one point in time (summer semester, 2013). The target population of
college of education faculty at a university which is located in the southeastern United
States was used in this study whether faculty had ever taught distance education or not.
The selected mode of survey administration was via email. Several advantages of the
survey technique have been identified: lower cost, not requiring large numbers of
researchers to collect the data, and the ability to access busy and difficult populations
(Owens, 2002). Disadvantages of survey research are multiple such as the difficulty in
obtaining the cooperation of the respondents, data collection not involving interviewers,
the need for a good sample size to provide valid and accurate results, requiring an
incentive to motivate participants (Owens, 2002).
Based on the review of related literature in chapter II, the researcher used five
main factors, technology support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues,
and growth opportunities, which are related to instructional support and design for
measuring faculty perceptions of satisfaction when teaching distance education. Each
factor has seven questions to examine faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and
support.
Research Problems and Research Questions
With the rapid spread of Internet and computer technology as an integral
component of instruction, and the rapid growth of distance education; it has become
imperative for higher education institutions to include distance education as a component
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of the teaching/learning environment. A good distance education program is not
necessarily one that incorporates state-of-the art hardware and software or the fastest
Internet access for students. Most researches focus on learning effectiveness, student
satisfaction, and cost effectiveness. However, few studies have been conducted to
examine specifically whether or not faculty are comfortable when they are teaching in a
distance education environment.
The researcher located few studies that investigated faculty perception of
instructional satisfaction and support when they are teaching in a distance education
environment. Based on the concept of knowing how faculty feel about instructional
support when teaching distance education, the researcher identified the purpose of this
study was to examine faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and support when
teaching distance education at a university which is located in the southeastern United
States. The following research questions were developed to guide the study:
1. What factors of instructional support (technology support, faculty
workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth
opportunities) do faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their satisfaction
when they participate in distance education?
Are there any meaningful and significant relationships or differences between
faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction (technology support, workload, tenure,
relationships with colleagues, potential growth opportunities) and demographic
information (gender, race, age, department, academic rank, tenure status, length of
academic schedule, salary, teaching experience, and distance education teaching
experience)?
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Variables of the Study
The dependent variables of the study include five areas in which job satisfaction
is measured: technology support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues,
and potential growth opportunities. Independent variables in this study are the
demographic information which includes gender, race, age, department, academic rank,
appointment status (tenured/non-tenured), academic schedule (full-time/part-time),
salary, teaching experience, and distance education teaching experience.
Population and Sample Selection
The population for this study was chosen from faculty at College of Education, a
university located in the southeastern United States. The College of Education includes
seven departments which are: Counseling and Educational Psychology; Curriculum,
Instruction, and Special Education; Division of Education (includes Elementary
Education, Secondary Education, Counselor Education, and School Administration);
Instructional Systems and Workforce Development; Kinesiology; Leadership and
Foundations; and Music. The data collection period was the summer 2013; however, the
participants, who taught either face-to-face classes or distance education; or taught during
the summer 2013 or previous semesters, were eligible to complete the survey. The target
university is located in Southeast United States and the faculty include both full-time and
part-time faculty. The potential target population in this study was 160 (Human
Resources Data, 06/2013). The rate of return of this survey is 36.07% (57 returned and
completed the survey).
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Instrumentation
Ross and Shannon (2008) stated that “the extent to which our data collection
instruments, or processes, measures what they are supposed to measure is an indication of
validity” (p. 219). The survey was reviewed by a panel of experts who had expertise in
distance education and motivation techniques. The draft survey was edited by the panel
of experts (See Appendix C) who validated that the items on the survey were appropriate
and suggested specific items to be modified, added, or deleted. The final survey
instrument was revised based on the panel’s suggestions. (See Appendix D)
The survey was revised a number of times based on input from the panel of
experts; specifically wording of items and a technology issue. The changes consisted of
clarifying items and adding and/or removing items that did not address the research
questions. The pilot test was conduct using 13 staff members from the Center for
Distance Education at the university which is located in the southeastern United States
who were not included in the actual study. In the pilot, 11 individuals were either
teaching distance education or had taught distance education before and the other 2
members’ positions were designing curriculum, developing online systems, and
evaluating instead of teaching distance education.
The input of this pilot study was used to make the final corrections to the
instrumentation as well as the procedure for collecting the data. The data from the 13
pilot participants were collected and analyzed for internal consistency using the
Cronbach’s alpha. The results were shown as follows (Table 2).
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Table 2
Reliability of Each Individual Factor by Pilot Study
Factor
Technology support
Faculty workload
Tenure
Relationships with
colleagues

Cronbach's Alpha

N of Questions
.846
.898
.770
.836

7
7
7
7

The instrument used in this research was developed by the researcher and based
on the literature review. The instrument consisted of two parts: part I was used for
obtaining the demographic information from the participants, and part II was used to
collect faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and support when teaching
distance education (See Appendix C). The areas are summarized as follows:
Part I: demographic information
The demographic information includes ten items: gender, race, age, department,
academic rank, appointment status (tenured/non-tenured), academic schedule (fulltime/part-time), salary, teaching experience, and distance education teaching experience.
The demographic information collected was used to identify associations between the
demographic information and faculty motivation and satisfaction when they participate in
distance education. The total items in part I of the instrument are 10 questions.
Part II: faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and support
There were five main factors: technology support, faculty workload, tenure,
relationships with colleagues, and potential growth opportunities which were related to
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faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction and support when teaching distance
education identified in the Review of the Literature. Part II of the instrument measures
each of these factors. Each factor contains 7 questions in Likert scale format with 1
representing strongly disagree and 5 representing strongly agree.
Reliability
SPSS software was used to estimate the reliability of the instrument based on the
data from the pilot study. Each questionnaire from the pilot was collected and assigned a
number. Responses were coded before the analysis process was conducted. A Cronbach’s
Alpha was used to estimate internal consistency in the rating scale scores. A commonly
accepted rule of thumb for describing internal consistency using Cronbach's alpha has
several levels, the most acceptable level were α ≥ .90 indicates excellent internal
consistency; α ≥ .80 and < .90 indicates good internal consistency; α. ≥ .70 and < .80
indicates acceptable internal consistency; α ≥ .60 and < .70 indicates questionable
internal consistency. The reliability of each individual factor is described as follows:
Reliability of factor one, technology support is .846, which is good; the reliability of
factor two, faculty workload is .898, which is good; the reliability of factor three, tenure
is .770, which is acceptable; the reliability of factor four, relationships with colleagues is
.836, which is good; and the reliability of factor five, potential growth opportunities is
.753, which is acceptable. The results were shown in Table 3.1.
IRB Certification and Research Approval
The researcher obtained the approval of the university’s IRB for the use of
Protection of Human Subjects in Research to conduct the study on “Faculty Perceptions
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of Instructional Satisfaction and Support when Teaching Distance Education.” A copy of
the approval letter for this research topic was received from IRB on April 12th, 2013 (see
Appendix A). The researcher also completed IRB training on October 26th, 2012.
Data Collection and Procedures
The primary method of delivering the research instrument to participants was
through email directing the respondents to the web. The survey was posted online with
instructions on how to complete it and a cover letter (see Appendix B) was attached to
identify purpose of the study, to provide details about voluntary participation, to explain
participants’ right to withdraw from participation at any time, to provide information
about consent to participate, and to provide information regarding confidentiality.
Completed surveys were directly email to researcher’s email after participants submitted
their answers.
One week after the survey was sent, an email was sent to non-respondents as a
reminder and a request to complete the survey. The researcher collected all surveys for
analysis in an electronic database and maintained a record of the response of each
participant. The web-based survey was developed using Google Doc., and was sent via
school email address system.
Data Analysis
The data collected were analyzed using various descriptive, correlation statistics,
t-test, and analysis of variance (ANOVA) from Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS release 19.0) system. The analysis for demographic information include: totals,
means, standard deviations, percentages, and frequency distributions.
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The analysis for research question one was to compute the scores and weight of
the factors to indicate which factors faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their
satisfaction when they participate in distance education.
The analysis for research question two included correlational statistics, t-test and
ANOVA to compute the difference and relationships among the factors based on
demographic information.
The follow-up test, Tukey HSD, with an alpha level at .05 identified where
differences existed among the variables.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine faculty perceptions of instructional
satisfaction and support when teaching distance education at a university located in the
southeastern United States. This chapter presents the findings of the study based on the
data collected from the participants; the participants completed the survey shown in
Appendix D. The following research questions were developed to guide the study:
1. What factors of instructional support (technology support, faculty
workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth
opportunities) do faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their satisfaction
when they participate in distance education?
2. Are there any meaningful and significant relationships or differences
between faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction (technology
support, workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, potential growth
opportunities) and demographic information (gender, race, age,
department, academic rank, tenure status, length of academic schedule,
salary, teaching experience, and distance education teaching experience)?
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Demographic Descriptions
The participants provided demographic information by answering the first 10
questions on the survey instrument. There were 158 surveys and consent forms sent out
via email to potential participants, and 57 were returned. The rate of return of this survey
is 36.07%.
Gender
The gender of the faculty participants in this study consisted of 39 females
(68.4%) and 18 males (31.6%) for a total is 57 participants. In Table 3, the distribution
and percentage of participants based on gender is presented.
Table 3
Distribution of Gender
Distribution
18
39
57

Male
Female
Total

Percentage
31.6%
68.4%
100.0%

Race
Out of the 57 faculty who returned the survey, 50 were Caucasian (87.7%) and 7
were African American (12.3%). No other races were represented in the study. Table 4
presents the distribution of faculty by race participating in this study.
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Table 4
Distribution of Race
Distribution
50
7
57

Caucasian
African American
Total

Percentage
87.7%
12.3%
100.0%

Age
The age of the participants ranged from 31 years old to 67 years old. The average
age of the faculty participants is 43 years old. Table 5 presents the distribution and
percentage of faculty by age.
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Table 5
Distribution of Age
Distribution
3
3
6
4
4
4
3
3
1
1
3
4
1
1
4
1
2
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
57

31
33
34
35
36
37
38
40
41
44
45
47
48
49
50
52
53
55
58
59
60
62
64
67
Total

Percentage
5.3%
5.3%
10.5%
7.0%
7.0%
7.0%
5.3%
5.3%
1.8%
1.8%
5.3%
7.0%
1.8%
1.8%
7.0%
1.8%
3.5%
5.3%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
100.0%

Department Appointment Held
The department appointment of the faculty participants included Department of
Counseling and Educational Psychology; Department of Curriculum, Instruction, and
Special Education; Division of Education (includes Elementary Education, Secondary
Education, Counselor Education, and School Administration); Department of
Instructional Systems and Workforce Development; Department of Kinesiology;
Department of Leadership and Foundations; and Department of Music. Out of the 57
faculty who returned the survey, 14 were from Counseling and Educational Psychology
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(24.6%); 13 were from Curriculum, Instruction, and Special Education (22.8%); 3 were
from the Division of Education (5.3%); 8 were from Instructional Systems and
Workforce Development (14.0%); 6 were from Kinesiology (10.5%); 8 were from
Leadership and Foundations (14.0%); and 5 were from Music (8.8%). Table 6 presents
the distribution and percentage of faculty by department appointment held.
Table 6
Distribution of Department Appointments Held

Counseling and Educational Psychology
Curriculum, Instruction, and Special Education
Division of Education (Elementary Education, Secondary Education,
Counselor Education, and School Administration)
Instructional Systems and Workforce Development
Kinesiology
Leadership and Foundations
Music
Total

Distribution
14
13

Percentage
24.6%
22.8%

3

5.3%

8
6
8
5
57

14.0%
10.5%
14.0%
8.8%
100.0%

Academic Rank
The academic rank of the faculty participants consisted of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, instructor, and lecturer. Out of the 57 faculty who returned
the survey, 5 were professors (8.8%), 12 were associate professors (21.1%), 25 were
assistant professors (43.9%), 12 were instructors (21.1%), and 3 were lecturers (5.3%).
Table 7 presents the distribution and percentage of faculty by academic rank.
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Table 7
Distribution of Race
Distribution
50
7
57

Caucasian
African American
Total

Percentage
87.7%
12.3%
100.0%

Status of Faculty Appointment
The status of faculty appointment consisted of tenured, tenure-track, and nontenure track. Out of the 57 faculty who returned the survey, 22 were tenured (38.6%), 23
were tenure-track (40.4%), and 12 were non-tenure track (21.1%). Table 8 presents the
distribution of faculty by status of faculty appointment.
Table 8
Distribution of Faculty by Appointment Status
Distribution
22
23
12
57

Tenured
Tenure-track
Non-tenure track
Total

Percentage
38.6%
40.4%
21.1%
100.0%

Academic Schedule
The academic schedule of the faculty participants consisted of full-time (12
months), full-time (9 months), and part-time, temporary, or visiting. Out of the 57 faculty
who returned the survey, 13 were full-time (12 months; 22.8%), 41 were full-time (9
months; 71.9%), and 3 were part-time, temporary, or visiting (5.3%). Table 9 presents the
distribution and percentage of faculty by academic schedule.
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Table 9
Distribution of Faculty by Academic Schedule
Distribution
13
41
3
57

Full-time (12 months)
Full-time (9 months)
Part-time, Temporary, Visiting
Total

Percentage
22.8%
71.9%
5.3%
100.0%

Salary
The salary of the faculty participants ranged from a high $95,000 to a low of
$35,000. The average salary of the faculty participants is $51,687 (annually). Table 10
presents the distribution of faculty by salary.
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Table 10
Distribution of Salary
Distribution
1
1
1
4
2
2
4
2
4
1
2
1
1
1
5
1
1
1
7
2
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
57

35,000
38,500
39,000
40,000
41,000
41,500
42,000
42,500
43,000
43,500
44,000
44,500
45,000
45,700
46,000
49,000
53,000
53,500
55,000
56,000
57,000
57,500
58,000
60,000
66,000
72,000
82,000
87,000
88,000
90,000
95,000
Total

Percentage
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
7.0%
3.5%
3.5%
7.0%
3.5%
7.0%
1.8%
3.5%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
8.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
12.3%
3.5%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
5.3%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
100.0%

Years of Teaching in Higher Education
Out of the 57 faculty who returned the survey, 2 years of teaching in higher
education and 6 years of teaching in higher education have the highest distribution and
percentage, which are both 11 (19.3%). Table 11 presents the distribution of faculty by
years of teaching in higher education.
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Table 11
Distribution of Faculty based on Years of Teaching in Higher Education
Distribution
11
11
6
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
57

2
6
8
18
3
12
15
25
27
37
1
1.5
4
5
9
14
17
21
30
33
Total

Percentage
19.3%
19.3%
10.5%
5.3%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
100.0%

Years of Teaching Distance Education
Out of the 57 faculty who returned the survey, the range of years of teaching
distance education was from 0 year to 13 years. The top two distributions of years of
teaching distance education were no distance education teaching experience and 2-years
of distance education teaching experiences. Nineteen of the participants had 2 years of
teaching distance education experiences (33.3%) and 18 participants had 0 year of
teaching distance education experiences (31.6%). Table 12 presents the distribution of
faculty by years of teaching distance education.
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Table 12
Distribution of Faculty based on Years of Teaching Distance Education
Distribution
19
18
4
4
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
57

2
0
1
6
3
4
12
13
10
5
8
Total

Percentage
33.3%
31.6%
7.0%
7.0%
5.3%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
1.8%
1.8%
1.8%
100.0%

Part II of the instrument was used to collect participants’ perceptions of
instructional support factors, the participants were asked to select the appropriate
response that describes their experience teaching distance education before they answered
all 35 items. Out of the 57 faculty who returned the survey, 12 indicated they never
taught distance education before (21.1%) and 45 indicated they had experience teaching
distance education (78.9%) as shown in Table 13.
Table 13
Distribution of Experience Teaching Distance Education
Distribution
12
45
57

No
Yes
Total

Percentage
21.1%
78.9%
100.0%

Out of the 12 participants who never taught distance education, 4 were from the
Department of Counseling and Educational Psychology (3 chose “I am not interested in
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teaching distance education” and 1 chose ”I believe traditional instruction (face-to-face)
is more efficient than distance education”); 1 was from the Division of Education
(includes Elementary Education, Secondary Education, Counselor Education, and School
Administration; 1 chose ”My department does not support a distance education
program”); 3 were from Department of Kinesiology (3 chose ”I believe traditional
instruction (face-to-face) is more efficient than distance education”); and 4 were from
Department of Music (4 chose ”My content specialty does not fit in distance education
program”). Table 14 shows the reason faculty did not teach distance education.
Table 14
Departments/ Reasons
departments

Reason for Not Teaching Distance Education
I am not interested in teaching distance education
I am not interested in teaching distance education
Counseling and Educational
I believe traditional instruction (face-to-face) is more efficient than
Psychology
distance education
I am not interested in teaching distance education
Total
4
Division of Education
My department does not support distance education program
(Elementary Education,
Secondary Education,
Total
1
Counselor Education, School
Administration)
I believe traditional instruction (face-to-face) is more efficient than
distance education
I believe traditional instruction (face-to-face) is more efficient than
Kinesiology
distance education
I believe traditional instruction (face-to-face) is more efficient than
distance education
Total
3
My content specialty does not fit in distance education program
My content specialty does not fit in distance education program
Music
My content specialty does not fit in distance education program
My content specialty does not fit in distance education program
Total
4
Total
12

68

Result
Part II of the survey instrument consisted of five factors related to faculty
perceptions of institutional satisfaction and support. The factors were: 1. Technology
Support; 2. Faculty Workload; 3. Tenure; 4. Relationships with Colleagues; and 5.
Potential Growth Opportunities. Out of the 57 faculty participating in this study, 45
(80.0%) taught distance online education. The data collected from the 45 faculty who
indicated they had taught distance online courses were used in the analysis for this study.
The dependent variables of the study include Technology Support, Faculty Workload,
Tenure, Relationships with Colleagues, and Potential Growth Opportunities. Independent
variables in this study are the demographic variables. The primary data were analyzed
using an ANOVA.
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 was, “What factors of instructional support (technology
support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth
opportunities) do faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their satisfaction when they
participate in distance education?”
In research question 1, the researcher compared the means of each factor and also
divided mean score into five scale ranges to indicate the promoting and impeding factors
of faculty when they participate in distance education. The mean score between 1.0–1.8
indicates strongly disagree, 1.9–2.6 indicates disagree, 2.7–3.4 indicates neutral, 3.5–4.2
indicates agree, and 4.3–5.0 indicates strongly agree.
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Factor one: Technology Support
The average mean of factor one: technology support, M = 3.57, was rated agree.
Within factor one, item 6: I continually seek opportunities to integrate new technology
and different activities into the distance education environment had the highest rating
score which was 4.11, agree; and item 4: University/college/department provides faculty
with proper training on the use of new technology for the distance education had the
lowest rating score which was 2.91, neutral.
All of the items were viewed as promoting distance education except item 4
related to the university providing training on the use of new technology. See Table 15.
Table 15
Mean and Std. Deviation of Technology Support Factor
1.University/college/d 2.University/college/
epartment encourages department provides
using different
adequate office facilities
technologies in
and supplies for use in
distance education
distance education

Mean
SD

3.51
.87
5.University/college
library (or media center)
are providing
instructional materials
and technical support

Mean
SD

3.62
.83

3.56
1.11

3.University/college
4.University/
/department provides college/department
up-to-date technology provides faculty with
that can be used in
proper training on
delivering content
the use of new
when teaching distance technology for the
education
distance education
3.69
2.91
.60
1.22

6.I continually seek
7.I plan with the library
opportunities
media specialist/librarian
to integrate new
for the integration of
technology and different library/media services into
activities into distance my distance education
education environment teaching
4.11
3.54
.91
1.19
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Average

3.47

Factor Two: Faculty Workload
The average mean of factor two: faculty workload, M = 2.66, was rated neutral.
For the two negative items in this area, the scoring was reversed to make the higher
values indicate higher agreement with a positive statement. Within factor two, item 8: My
job allows me to balance my professional and personal life had the highest rating score
which was 3.53, agree; and item 10: Teaching distance education equals the same
workload as teaching face to face classes (hours for preparing content, spending hours on
answering and helping students’ questions) had the lowest rating score 1.71, strongly
disagree.
For this factor, four items were viewed as impeding distance education, two items
were viewed as neutral, and one factor, item 8: My job allows me to balance my
professional and personal life, was viewed as a factor that promotes distance education.
See Table 16.
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Table 16
Mean and Std. Deviation of Faculty Workload Factor
8. My job allows
me to balance my
professional and
personal life

Mean
SD

3.53
1.10

9. I can perform my duties 10. Teaching distance
efficiently during my
education equals
scheduled working hours same workload as
and rarely have to take face to face classes.
work home with me
(hours for preparing
content, spending
hours on answering
and helping students’
questions)
2.16
1.71
1.35
.97

12. I do NOT feel
13. I am satisfied with
physical/emotional my distance education
stress or a lack of
class sizes
motivation as a result
of the high levels of
frustration and stress
(from students,
content of distance
education) associate
with distance
education
Mean
3.02
3.22
SD
1.16
1.19

11. I do NOT feel
pressured to
participate in or
coordinate distance
education activities
in order to retain
my position

14. Students who take
online class have the
same expectations as me
(students will not
assume online classes
are easier than face to
face classes or course
standards are lower)

2.16
.85

2.84
1.38

Average

2.66

Factor Three: Tenure
The average mean of factor three: tenure, M = 3.47, was rated agree. For one
negative question in this section the scoring was reversed to make the higher values
indicate higher agreement with a positive statement. For this factor, item 19: Annual
performance evaluations should be considered before granting tenure to a faculty member
had the highest rating score 4.33, strongly agree; item 17: The tenure guidelines do NOT
cause some faculty members to become complacent and unproductive once tenure is
obtained had the lowest score 2.71, neutral. The participants agreed or strongly agreed
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that five of the questions promoted distance education and were neutral on three of the
questions. See Table 17.
Table 17
Mean and Std. Deviation of Tenure Factor
15. Tenure guidelines 16. The minimum
allow faculty members years of teaching
to obtain a sense of job require by a
security and, in turn, professor before one
can enhance
can seek tenure is
instruction
appropriate
Mean
SD

3.47
.69
19. Annual
performance
evaluations should be
considered before
granting tenure to a
faculty member

Mean
SD

4.33
.71

3.89
.89
20. Student
evaluations of
teaching distance
education should be
considered before
granting tenure to a
faculty member.
3.82
.72

17. The tenure
18. The tenure
guidelines do NOT guidelines are not
cause some faculty different between
members to become teaching distance
complacent and
education or faceunproductive once to-face classes
tenure is obtained
2.71
3.73
1.04
1.20
21. Teachers
whether teaching
distance education
or face-to-face are
evaluated fairly
when consider
tenure
3.07
.78

Average

3.57

Factor Four: Relationships with Colleagues
The average mean of factor four: relationships with colleagues, M = 3.36, was
rated neutral. Within factor four, item 28: My colleagues are friendly and make me feel
welcomed had the highest rating score 4.11, was rated agree; and item 27: I always
discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching skills related to distance
education had the lowest rating score 3.02, was rated neutral. The participants indicated
that two of the items promote distance education and were neutral on the others as shown
in Table 18.
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Table 18
Mean and Std. Deviation of Relationships with Colleagues Factor
22. There is a mutual
respect among
colleagues at my
institution
Mean
SD

23. There is a great
deal of cooperative
effort among the
faculty members

3.51
.94

26. My colleagues are
cognizant of my
awards, publications,
and accomplishments,
and I receive
encouragement from
fellow peers
Mean
3.09
SD
1.29

3.36
.88

24.Most of my colleagues
share my beliefs and
values about what the
central mission of the
department should be
3.16
1.21

27. I always discuss 28. My colleagues are
with my colleagues friendly and make me
ways of improving feel welcomed
my teaching skills
related to distance
education
3.02
1.01

4.11
.57

25. I gain valuable
knowledge of
classroom practices
from my colleagues
3.29
1.10

Average

3.36

Factor Five: Potential Growth Opportunities
The average mean of factor five: potential growth opportunities, M = 3.12, was
rated neutral. In this factor, item 35: University/college/department provides every
faculty member developmental opportunities related to distance education courses
regardless age, race, academic rank, and teaching years had the highest rating score 4.09,
agree, and item 32: University/college/department provides adequate financial support for
professional development opportunities had the lowest rating score 2.09, was rated
disagree. The participants indicated that only two items in this area promoted distance
education and all the others were neutral or disagree. See Table 19.
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Table 19
Mean and Std. Deviation of Potential Growth Opportunities Factor
29.University/college 30.University/college 31.University/college/d 32.University/college
/department provides /department provides epartment provides me /department provides
a variety of
useful in-house
opportunities to attend adequate financial
professional
professional
off-campus professional support for
development
development
development
professional
opportunities for
opportunities on a
workshops or
development
distance education
continual/routine
conferences on a
opportunities
basis
continual/routine basis
Mean
2.84
3.22
3.04
2.09
SD
1.04
.97
.90
1.14
33.University/college/ 34.University/college/
department
department provides
encourages
same salary for
professional growth teaching distance
opportunities through education as face to
formal education
face courses

Mean
SD

2.67
.93

3.71
1.38

35.University/college/d
epartment provides
every faculty member
developmental
opportunities related to
distance education
courses regardless age,
race, academic rank, and
teaching years
4.09
.76

Average

3.12

Results of Question 1 Summary
All the negative items were reversed scored and treated as positive questions to
produce composite scores of each factor. Based on a scale ranging from a low of 1 to a
high of 5, the tenure factor had the highest average mean of 3.57, was rated agree, and the
faculty workload factor had the lowest average of 2.66, was rated disagree. Factor three:
tenure was represented as a promoting factor when faculty participate in distance
education and factor two: faculty workload was represented as an impeding factor when
faculty participate in distance education.
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Research Question 2
Research Question 2 was, “Are there any meaningful and significant relationships
or differences between faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction (technology
support, workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, potential growth opportunities)
and demographic information (gender, race, age, department, academic rank, tenure
status, length of academic schedule, salary, teaching experience, and distance education
teaching experience)?”
According to Tello and Crewson (2003), tests to determine statistical difference
are involved any time there are reports with means. To confirm whether there is a
statistically significant difference between participants that are measured with the same
variables, a test must be conducted. Independent t tests and ANOVA were used to
compare the differences between faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction. The
Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 was used to identify differences.
When p < .05, the researcher concludes the participants means are significantly
different. The independent t-test was used for the gender and race demographic
information as there were only two sample participants (according to survey response,
there were only two ethnicities: Caucasians and African Americans who completed the
survey, so the independent t test was selected to analyze the data). ANOVA was used for
the other demographic information.
Gender
The researcher found that based on gender there was a significant difference in
responses to several survey items within different factors.
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Technology Support x Gender. Item 3: University/college/department provides
up-to-date technology that can be used in delivering content when teaching distance
education, t (43) = 2.63, p = .01; male participants had a higher mean 4.10 than the
female participants 3.57. Both the male and female participants agreed with this item.
Item 5: University/college library (or media center) provide instructional
materials and technical support, t (43) = 2.10, p = .04; the female participants had a
higher mean 3.80 than the male participants 3.20. The male participants agreed and the
female participants were neutral for this item.
Item 6: I continually seek opportunities to integrate new technology and different
activities into distance education environment, t (43) = 2.45, p = .02; the male
participants had a higher mean 4.70 than the female participants 3.94. The male
participants strongly agreed with this item and the female participants agreed with the
item. Table 20 shows the gender participants means and the t-test results of the
technology support factor.
Table 20
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Technology Support x Gender

3.University/college/department provides up-to-date
technology that can be used in delivering content when
teaching distance education
5.University/college library (or media center) provide
instructional materials and technical support
6.I continually seek opportunities to integrate new
technology and different activities into distance education
environment
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Gender
Male

N Mean
10 4.10

SD
.74

t

df

Sig.

Female

35

3.57

.50

2.63

43

.01

Male
Female
Male

10
35
10

3.20
3.80
4.70

Female

35

3.94

.92
2.10
.76
.48
2.45
.94

43

.04

43

.02

Faculty Workload x Gender. Item 11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in
or coordinate distance education activities in order to retain my position, t (43) = 4.11, p
< .05; male participants had a higher mean 4.20 than female participants 2.46. The male
participants agreed with this item; however, the female participants disagreed with this
item. Table 21 shows the participants means and the t-test results of the faculty workload
factor.
Table 21
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Faculty Workload x Gender

11. I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or
coordinate distance education activities in order to
retain my position

Gender
Male

N
10

Mean
4.20

SD
.63

Female

35

2.46

1.29

t
4.11

df Sig.
43

.00

Tenure x Gender. Item 15: Tenure guidelines allow faculty members to obtain a
sense of job security and, in turn, can enhance instruction, t (43) = 2.35, p = .02; the male
participants had a higher mean 3.90 than the female participants 3.34. The male
participants (3.90) agreed and the female participants (3.34) were neutral for this item.
Item 16: The minimum years of teaching required by a professor before one can
seek tenure is appropriate, t (43) = 3.16, p = .00. The male participants had a higher mean
4.60 than the female participants 4.39. Both the male (4.60) and female (4.39)
participants strongly agreed with this item.
Item 17: The tenure guidelines do NOT cause some faculty members to become
complacent and unproductive once tenure is obtained, t (43) = 2.12, p = .04. The male
participants had a higher mean 3.30 than the female participants 2.54. The male
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participants (3.30) rated this statement neutral and the female participants (2.54)
disagreed with this item. Table 22 shows the gender participants means and the t-test
results of the tenure factor.
Table 22
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Tenure x Gender

15.Tenure guidelines allow faculty
members to obtain a sense of job
security and, in turn, can enhance
instruction
16.The minimum years of teaching
required by a professor before one can
seek tenure is appropriate
17.The tenure guidelines do NOT cause
some faculty members to become
complacent and unproductive once
tenure is obtained

Gender
Male

N
10

Mean
3.90

SD
.32

Female

35

3.34

.73

Male

10

4.60

.70

Female

35

4.39

.83

Male

10

3.30

.82

Female

35

2.54

1.04

t

df

Sig.

2.35

43

.02

3.16

43

.00

2.12

43

.04

Potential Growth Opportunities x Gender. Item 30: University/college/
department provides useful in-house professional development opportunities on a
continual/routine basis, t (43) = 3.37, p = .00. The female participants had a higher mean
3.46 than the male participants 2.40. The male participants (2.40) disagreed with this item
and the female participants (3.36) rated the item neutral.
Item 34: University/college/department provides the same salary for teaching
distance education as face to face courses, t (43) = 2.52, p = .02. The female participants
had a higher mean 3.97 than the male participants 2.80. The male participants (2.80) rated
this item neutral and the female participants (3.97) agreed with this item. Table 23 shows
the gender participants means and the t-test results for the potential growth opportunities
factor.
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Table 23
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Potential Growth x Gender

30: University/college/department provides useful inhouse professional development opportunities on a
continual/routine basis
34: University/college/department provides same
salary for teaching distance education as face to face
courses

Gender
Male

N Mean SD
10 2.40 .70

Female

35 3.36

.92

Male

10 2.80 1.99

Female

35 3.97 1.04

t

df

Sig.

3.37 43

.00

2.52 43

.02

Race
Technology Support x Race. Item 2: University/college/department provides
adequate office facilities and supplies for use in distance education, t (43) = 3.53, p = .00.
The Caucasian participants had a higher mean 3.58 than the African American
participants 3.56. Both the Caucasian (3.58) and African American (3.56) participants
agreed with item 2.
Item 3: University/college/department provides up-to-date technology that can be
used in delivering content when teaching distance education, t (43) = 2.84, p = .00. The
African American participants had a higher mean 3.97 than the Caucasian participants
2.80. The Caucasian participants (2.80) rated this item neutral and the African American
participants (3.97) agreed with this item.
Item 5: University/college library (or media center) are providing instructional
materials and technical support, t (43) = 3.08, p = .00. The Caucasian participants had a
higher mean 3.82 than the African American participants 2.86. The Caucasian
participants agreed and the African American participants were neutral for this item.
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Item 6: I continually seek opportunities to integrate new technology and different
activities into distance education environment, t (43) = 2.81, p = .00. The Caucasian
participants had a higher mean 4.26 than the African American participants 3.29. The
Caucasian participants (4.26) agreed and the African American participants (3.29) were
neutral for this item. Table 24 shows the race participants means and the t-test results for
the technology support factor.
Table 24
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Technology Support x Race
Race
2: University/college/department provides adequate
Caucasian
office facilities and supplies for use in distance
African
education
American
3: University/college/department provides up-to-date Caucasian
technology that can be used in delivering content
African
when teaching distance education
American
5: University/college library (or media center) are
Caucasian
providing instructional materials and technical support
African
American
6: I continually seek opportunities to integrate new
Caucasian
technology and different activities into distance
African
education environment
American

N Mean
SD
38 3.58 1.06
7

3.56

.38

38

2.80

.58

7

3.97

.38

38

3.82

.77

7

2.86

.69

38

4.26

.64

7

3.29 1.60

t

df Sig.

3.53 43

.00

2.84 43

.00

3.08 43

.00

2.81 43

.00

Faculty Workload x Race. Item 11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or
coordinate distance education activities in order to retain my position, t (43) = 2.49, p =
.02. The Caucasian participants had a higher mean 3.05 than the African American
participants 1.71. The Caucasian participants (3.05) were neutral and the African
American participants (1.71) strongly disagreed with item 11.
Item 14: Students who take online classes have the same expectations as me
(students will not assume online classes are easier than face to face classes or course
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standards are lower), t (43) = 2.62, p = .01. The Caucasian participants had the higher
mean 2.29 than African American participants 1.43. The Caucasian participants (2.29)
disagreed and the African American participants (1.43) strongly disagreed with this item.
Table 25 shows the race participants means and the t-test results of the faculty workload
factor.
Table 25
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Faculty Workload x Race

11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or
coordinate distance education activities in order to
retain my position
14: Students who take online class have the same
expectations as me (students will not assume online
classes are easier than face to face classes or course
standards are lower)

Race
Caucasian
African
American
Caucasian
African
American

N
38

Mean
3.05

SD
1.34

7

1.71

1.11

38

2.29

.84

7

1.43

.54

t

df Sig.

2.49 43 .02

2.62 43 .01

Tenure x Race. Item 15: Tenure guidelines allow faculty members to obtain a
sense of job security and, in turn, can enhance instruction, t (43) = 4.43, p < .05. The
Caucasian participants had a higher mean, 3.63 than the African American participants,
2.57. The Caucasian participants (3.63) agreed with this item and the African American
participants (2.57) disagreed with this item.
Item 16: The minimum years of teaching require by a professor before one can
seek tenure is appropriate, t (43) = 2.58, p = .01. The Caucasian participants had a higher
mean, 4.03 than the African American participants, 3.14. The Caucasian participants
(4.03) agreed with the question and the African American participants (3.14) were neutral
for this item.
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Item 17: The tenure guidelines do NOT cause some faculty members to become
complacent and unproductive once tenure is obtained, t (43) = 2.51, p = .02. The
Caucasian participants had a higher mean, 2.87 than the African American participants,
1.86. The Caucasian participants (2.87) were neutral and the African American
participants (1.86) disagreed with this item.
Item 18: The tenure guidelines are not different between teaching distance
education or face-to-face classes, t (43) = 4.64, p < .05. The Caucasian participants had a
higher mean, 4.03 than the African American participants, 2.14. The Caucasian
participants (4.03) agreed with the question and the African American participants (2.14)
disagreed with this item.
Item 21: Teachers whether teaching distance education or face-to-face are
evaluated fairly when applying for tenure, t (43) = 3.93, p < .05. The Caucasian
participants had a higher mean, 3.24 than the African American participants, 2.14. The
Caucasian participants (3.24) were neutral and the African American participants (2.14)
disagreed with this item. Table 26 shows the participants means and the t-test results for
the tenure factor.
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Table 26
Participants Means and t-test Summary Based on Tenure x Race

15: Tenure guidelines allow faculty members to
obtain a sense of job security and, in turn, can
enhance instruction
16: The minimum years of teaching require by a
professor before one can seek tenure is appropriate
17: The tenure guidelines do NOT cause some faculty
members to become complacent and unproductive
once tenure is obtained
18: The tenure guidelines are not different between
teaching distance education or face-to-face classes
21: Teachers whether teaching distance education or
face-to-face are evaluated fairly when consider
tenure

Race
Caucasian
African
American
Caucasian
African
American
Caucasian
African
American

N
38

Mean
3.63

SD
.49

7

2.57

.98

38

4.03

.82

7

3.14

.90

38

2.87

.94

Caucasian

38

African
American
Caucasian
African
American

7

7

1.86 1.22
4.03

t

df

Sig.

4.43 43

.00

2.58 43

.01

2.51 43

.02

4.64 43

.00

3.93 43

.00

.82

2.14 1.68

38

3.24

.71

7

2.14

.38

Relationships with Colleagues x Race. Item 23: There is a great deal of
cooperative effort among the faculty members, t (43) = 2.18, p = .04. The Caucasian
participants had the higher mean, 3.47 than the African American participants, 2.71. The
Caucasian participants (3.47) agreed and the African American participants (2.71) were
neutral for this item.
Item 26: My colleagues are cognizant of my awards, publications, and
accomplishments; and I receive encouragement from fellow peers, t (43) = 2.98, p = .01.
The Caucasian participants had a higher mean, 3.32 than the African American
participants, 1.86. The Caucasian participants (3.32) were neutral and African American
participants (1.86) strongly disagreed with this item.
Item 28: My colleagues are friendly and make me feel welcomed, t (43) = 2.44, p
= .02. The African American participants had the higher mean, 4.57 than the Caucasian
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participants, 4.03. The African American participants (4.57) strongly agreed and the
Caucasian participants (4.03) agreed with this item. Table 27 shows the participants
means and the t-test results of the relationships with colleagues.
Table 27
Participants Means and t-test Based on Relationships with Colleagues x Race

23: There is a great deal of cooperative effort
among the faculty members
26: My colleagues are cognizant of my awards,
publications, and accomplishments, and I receive
encouragement from fellow peers
28: My colleagues are friendly and make me feel
welcomed

Race
Caucasian
African
American
Caucasian
African
American
Caucasian
African
American

N
38

Mean
3.47

SD
.86

7

2.71

.76

38

3.32

1.12

7

1.86

1.57

38

4.03

.55

7

4.57

.54

t

df

Sig.

2.18

43

.04

2.98

43

.01

2.44

43

.02

Potential Growth Opportunities x Race. Item 32: University/college/
department provides adequate financial support for professional development
opportunities, t (43) = 2.71, p = .01. The Caucasian participants had a higher mean, 2.47
than the African American participants, 1.29. The Caucasian participants (2.47) were
neutral and the African American participants (1.29) strongly disagreed with the item.
Item 33: University/college/department encourages professional growth
opportunities through formal education, t (43) = 2.15, p = .04. The Caucasian participants
had the higher mean, 2.79 than the African American participants, 2.00. The Caucasian
participants (2.79) were neutral and the African American participants (2.00) disagreed
with this item. Table 28 shows the participants means and the t-test results for the
potential growth opportunities factor.
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Table 28
Participants Means and t-test Based on Potential Growth Opportunities x Race

32: University/college/department provides adequate
financial support for professional development
opportunities
33: University/college/department encourages
professional growth opportunities through formal
education

Race
Caucasian
African
American
Caucasian
African
American

N
38

Mean
SD
2.47 1.13

7

1.29

.49

38

2.79

.94

7

2.00

.58

t

df

2.71 43

2.15 43

Age
Based on the results, the researcher found that based on age there were
statistically significant differences in several items within different factors. The results
are as following:
Technology Support x Age. There was a statistically significant difference
among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 6: I continually seek
opportunities to integrate new technology and different activities into the distance
education environment, F (3, 41) = 6.57, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an
alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the age group 60-69 (M = 4.00, SD =
1.00, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants in the
age group 30-39 (M = 3.45, SD = .89, n = 20). The results show the participants in the
age group 60-69 agreed with this statement and participants in the age group 30-39 were
neutral for the statement.
Item 7: I plan with the library media specialist/librarian for the integration of
library/ media services into my distance education teaching, F (3, 41) = 4.63, p = .01. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha of .05 indicated that the participants in the age
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group 50-59 (M = 3.18, SD = 1.25, n = 11) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants in the age group 30-39 (M = 2.60, SD = .82, n = 20). The
results show the participants in the age group 50-59 were neutral for this statement and
the participants in the age group 30-39 disagreed with the statement. Table 29 shows the
ANOVA results for age of participants and technology support factor.
Table 29
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Age

6: I continually seek opportunities
to integrate new technology and
different activities into distance
education environment

Between
Participants
Within Participants
Total
7: I plan with the library media
Between
specialist/librarian for the
Participants
integration of library/media services Within Participants
into my distance education teaching
Total

SS

df

MS

11.83

3

3.94

24.62
36.44

41
44

.60

13.90

3

4.63

48.01
61.91

41
44

1.17

F

Sig.

6.57 .00

3.96 .01

Faculty Workload x Age. There was a statistically significant difference among
participants as determined by an one-way ANOVA for item 9: I can perform my duties
efficiently during my scheduled working hours and rarely have to take work home with
me, F (3,41) = 5.58, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha of .05 indicated
that the participants in the age group 40-49 (M = 3.36, SD = 1.21, n = 11) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the age group 30-39 (M = 1.85, SD
= 1.09, n = 20). The results show the participants in the age group 40-49 strongly agreed
with this statement but the participants in the age group 30-39 disagreed with the
statement.
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Item 10: Teaching distance education equals same workload as face to face
classes (hours for preparing content, spending hours on answering and helping students’
questions), F (3,41) = 4.52, p = .001. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of
.05 indicated that the participants in the age group 40-49 (M = 2.64, SD = 1.21, n = 11)
had statistically significant higher mean scores than participants in the age group 30-39
(M = 1.55, SD = .76, n = 20) and participants in the age group 50-59 (M = 1.27, SD =
.47, n = 11). The results show the participants in the age group 40-49 disagreed with the
statement and both participants in the age groups 30-39 and 50-59 strongly disagreed
with the statement.
Item 11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or coordinate distance
education activities in order to retain my position, F (3, 41) = 18.88, p < .05. The followup Tukey HSD test at an alpha of .05 indicated that the participants in the age group 6069 (M = 4.33, SD = .58, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the age groups 40-49 (M = 3.82, SD = .60, n = 11) and 30-39 (M = 1.70,
SD = .98, n = 20). The results show the participants in the age group 60-69 strongly
agreed with this statement, but participants in the age group 40-49 were neutral and
participants in the age group 30-39 strongly disagreed with the statement.
Item 12: I have NOT felt physical/emotional stress or a lack of motivation as a
result of the high levels of frustration and stress (from students, content of distance
education) associate with distance education, F (3,41) = 4.02, p = .01. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the age group
40-49 (M = 2.45, SD = .52, n = 11) had statistically significant higher mean scores than
the participants in the age group 30-39 (M = 2.00, SD = 1.12, n = 20). The results show
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that both age groups 40-49 and 30-39 disagreed with the statement. Table 30 shows the
ANOVA results for the age of participants and faculty workload factor.
Table 30
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Age

9: I can perform my duties efficiently
during my scheduled working hours and
rarely have to take work home with me

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
23.18
56.73
79.91
13.57
27.68

10: Teaching distance education equals
same workload as face to face classes.
(hours for preparing content, spending
hours on answering and helping
Total
41.24
students’ questions)
11: I do NOT feel pressured to
Between Participants 48.68
participate in or coordinate distance
Within Participants 35.23
education activities in order to retain my
Total
83.91
position
12: I have NOT felt physical/emotional
Between Participants 13.41
stress or a lack of motivation as a result
Within Participants 45.57
of the high levels of frustration and
stress (from students, content of
Total
58.98
distance education) associate with
distance education

df
3
41
44
3
41

MS
7.73
1.38

F
5.58

Sig.
.00

4.52
.68

6.70

.00

3 16.23
41
.86

18.88

.00

4.02

.01

44

44
3
41

4.47
1.11

44

Tenure x Age. There was a statistically significant difference between
participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 17: The tenure guidelines do
NOT cause some faculty members to become complacent and unproductive once tenure
is obtained, F (3, 41) = 8.81, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha of .05
indicated that the participants in the age group 40-49 (M = 3.36, SD = .67, n = 11) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than the age participants 50-59 (M = 3.27, SD
= .65, n = 11) and the age participants 30-39 (M = 2.00, SD = .97, n = 20). The results
show the participants in the age group 40-49 agreed with this statement, those in the age
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group 50-59 were neutral, and the age group 30-39 disagreed with the statement. Table
31 shows the ANOVA results for the age of participants and tenure factor.
Table 31
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Age

17: The tenure guidelines do NOT
cause some faculty members to
become complacent and
unproductive once tenure is
obtained

Between
Participants
Within
Participants
Total

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

18.52

3

6.17

8.81

.00

28.73

41

.70

47.24

44

Relationships with Colleagues x Age. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 22: There is
a mutual respect among colleagues at my institution, F (3, 41) = 4.42, p = .01. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the
participants in the age group 40-49 (M = 4.18, SD = .87, n = 11) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the age 60-69 (M = 2.33, SD = .58,
n = 3). The participants in the age group 40-49 agreed with this statement and the
participant in the age group 60-69 disagreed with the statement.
Item 25: I gain valuable knowledge of classroom practices from my colleagues, F
(3, 41) = 3.21, p = .03. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants in the age group 40-49 (M = 3.91, SD = 1.14, n = 11) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the age group 60-69 (M = 2.00, SD
= .58, n = 3). The participants in the age group 40-49 agreed with this statement and the
participants in the age group 60-69 disagreed with the statement.
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Item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching
skills related to distance education, F (3, 41) = 3.10, p = .04. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the age group 40-49 (M =
3.45, SD = .93, n = 11) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the age group 50-59 (M = 2.55, SD = .54, n = 11). The result show the
participants in the age group 40-49 agreed with the statement and the participants in the
age group 50-59 were neutral for this question. Table 32 shows the ANOVA results for
the age participants and relationships with colleague’s factor.
Table 32
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on Age

22: There is a mutual respect
among colleagues at my
institution
25: I gain valuable knowledge of
classroom practices from my
colleagues
27: I always discuss with my
colleagues ways of improving my
teaching skills related to distance
education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
9.60
29.65
39.24
10.14
43.11
53.24
8.32
36.66

df
3
41
44
3
41
44
3
41

Total

44.98

44

MS
3.20
.72

F
4.42

Sig.
.01

3.38
1.05

3.21

.03

2.77
.89

3.10

.04

Potential Growth Opportunities x Age. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 30:
University/college/department provides useful in-house professional development
opportunities on a continual/routine basis, F (3, 41) = 9.50, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the age group 30-39 (M
= 3.90, SD = .72, n = 20) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
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participants in the age group 50-59 (M = 2.82, SD = .98, n = 11). The results show the
participants in the age group 30-39 agreed with the statement and the participants in the
age group 30-39 were neutral.
Item 31: University/college/department provides me opportunities to attend offcampus professional development workshops or conferences on a continual/routine basis,
F (3, 41) = 4.40, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated
that the participants in the age group 50-59 (M = 2.55, SD = .93, n = 11) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the age group 60-69 (M = 2.00, SD
= .75, n = 3). The results show the participants in the age group 50-59 rated the statement
neutral and participants in the age group 60-69 disagreed with the statement.
Item 34: University/college/department provides the same salary for teaching
distance education as face to face courses, F (3, 41) = 4.74, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the age group 40-49 (M
= 4.36, SD = .67, n = 11) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the age group 60-69 (M = 2.33, SD = 2.31, n = 3). The results show the
participants in the age group 40-49 rated the statements strongly agree and participants in
the age group 60-69 rated the statement disagree. Table 33 shows the ANOVA results for
the age of participants and potential growth opportunities factor.
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Table 33
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on Age

30: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides useful in-house professional
Within Participants
development opportunities on a
Total
continual/routine basis
31: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides me opportunities to attend off- Within Participants
campus professional development
workshops or conferences on a
Total
continual/routine basis
34; University/college/department
Between Participants
provides same salary for teaching
Within Participants
distance education as face to face
Total
courses

SS
17.13
24.65

df
3
41

41.78

44

8.75
27.16

3
41

35.91

44

21.45
61.80

3
41

83.24

44

MS
5.71
.60

F
Sig.
9.50 .00

2.92
.66

4.40 .01

7.15
1.51

4.74 .01

Department Appointment Held
The researcher found that department appointment held had statistically
significant difference in several items within different factors.
Technology Support x Department Appointment Held. There was a
statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 5: University/college library (or media center) are providing
instructional materials and technical support, F (6, 38) = 4.08, p = .00. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the counseling
and educational psychology department (M = 3.90, SD = .74, n = 10) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the leadership and foundations
department (M = 3.63, SD = .52, n = 8). Both the participants in the two departments
agreed with the statement.
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Item 6: I continually seek opportunities to integrate new technology and different
activities into distance education environment, F (6, 38) = 5.15, p = .00. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the counseling
and educational psychology department (M = 4.00, SD = .82, n = 10) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the curriculum, instruction, and
special education department (M = 3.54, SD = .88, n = 13). Both groups agreed with the
statement. Table 34 shows the ANOVA results for the department appointment held
participants and technology support factor.
Table 34
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Department
Appointment Held

5: University/college library (or
Between Participants
media center) provide instructional Within Participants
materials and technical support
Total
6: I continually seek opportunities Between Participants
to integrate new technology and
Within Participants
different activities into distance
Total
education environment

SS
11.76
18.24
30.00
16.34
20.11

df
6
38
44
6
38

36.44

44

MS
1.96
.48

F
4.08

Sig.
.00

2.72
.53

5.15

.00

Faculty Workload x Department Appointment Held. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or coordinate distance education activities in
order to retain my position, F (6, 38) = 3.41, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an
alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the instructional systems and
workforce development department (M = 4.13, SD = .35, n = 8) had statistically
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significant higher mean scores than the counseling and educational psychology
department (M = 2.10, SD = 1.20, n = 10). The results show the faculty in the
instructional systems and workforce development department rated the question agree
and the faculty in the counseling and educational psychology department disagreed with
the statement.
Item 13: I am satisfied with my distance education class sizes, F (6, 38) = 9.53, p
< .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the
participants in the curriculum, instruction, and special education department (M = 4.31,
SD = .48, n = 13) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants in
the instructional systems and workforce development department (M = 1.75, SD = .89, n
= 8). The result show the faculty in the curriculum, instruction, and special education
department agreed with the statement and the faculty in the instructional systems and
workforce development department strongly disagreed with the statement. Table 35
shows the ANOVA results for the department appointment held participants and faculty
workload factor.
Table 35
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Department
Appointment Held

11: I do NOT feel pressured to Between Participants
participate in or coordinate
Within Participants
distance education activities in
Total
order to retain my position
13: I am satisfied with my
Between Participants
distance education class sizes
Within Participants
Total
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SS
29.37
54.54

df
6
38

83.91

44

37.11
24.67
61.78

6
38
44

MS
4.89
1.44

F
3.41

Sig.
.01

6.19
.65

9.53

.00

Tenure x Department Appointment Held. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 16: The
minimum years of teaching required by a professor before one can seek tenure is
appropriate, F (6, 38) = 3.11, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of
.05 indicated that the participants in the instructional systems and workforce development
department (M = 4.90, SD = .35, n = 8) had statistically significant higher mean scores
than the participants in the kinesiology department (M = 3.67, SD = .58, n = 3). The
results show the faculty in the instructional systems and workforce development
department strongly agreed with the statement and the faculty in the kinesiology
department agreed with the statement.
Item 19: Annual performance evaluations should be considered before granting
tenure to a faculty member, F (6, 38) = 3.71, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an
alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the instructional systems and
workforce development department (M = 4.50, SD = .54, n = 8) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the counseling and educational
psychology department (M = 3.8, SD = .79, n = 10). The results show the faculty in the
instructional systems and workforce development department strongly agreed with the
statement and the faculty in the counseling and educational psychology department
agreed with the statement.
Item 21: Teachers whether teaching distance education or face-to-face are
evaluated fairly when consider tenure, F (6.38) = 2.94, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that the participants in the curriculum,
instruction, and special education department (M = 3.54, SD = .88, n = 13) had
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statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants in the instructional
systems and workforce development department (M = 2.25, SD = .46, n = 8). The results
show the faculty in the curriculum, instruction, and special education department agreed
with the statement and the faculty in the instructional systems and workforce
development department disagreed with the statement. Table 36 shows the ANOVA
results for the department appointment held and tenure factor.
Table 36
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Department Appointment Held

16: The minimum years of
Between Participants
teaching required by a
Within Participants
professor before one can
Total
seek tenure is appropriate
19: Annual performance
Between Participants
evaluations should be
Within Participants
considered before granting
Total
tenure to a faculty member
21: Teachers whether
Between Participants
teaching distance education Within Participants
or face-to-face are evaluated
Total
fairly when consider tenure

SS
11.35
23.09

df
6
38

34.44

44

8.13
13.87

6
38

22.00

44

8.50
18.30

6
38

26.80

44

MS
1.89
.61

F
3.11

Sig.
.01

1.36
.37

3.71

.01

1.42
.48

2.94

.02

Relationships with Colleagues x Department Appointment Held. There was a
statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 22: There is a mutual respect among colleagues at my institution, F (6,
38) = 3.18, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that
participants in the kinesiology department (M = 4.00, SD = .74, n = 3) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in the instructional systems and
workforce development department (M = 2.38, SD = .74, n = 8). The results show the
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faculty in the kinesiology department agreed with the statement and the faculty in the
instructional systems and workforce development department disagreed with the
statement.
Item 25: I gain valuable knowledge of classroom practices from my colleagues, F
(6, 38) = 3.00, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants in the kinesiology department (M = 4.33, SD = .58, n = 3) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants in the counseling and
educational psychology department (M = 2.90, SD = 1.10, n = 10). The results show the
faculty in the kinesiology department strongly agreed with the statement and the faculty
in the counseling and educational psychology department were neutral of the statement.
Item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching
skills related to distance education, F (6.38) = 3.73, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test at an alpha level of .05 level indicated that participants in the curriculum, instruction,
and special education participants (M = 3.54, SD = .88, n = 13) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the instructional systems and workforce development
participants (M = 2.00, SD = .44, n = 8). The results show the faculty in the curriculum,
instruction, and special education department agreed with the statement and the faculty in
the instructional systems and workforce development department disagreed with the
statement. Table 37 shows the ANOVA results for the department appointment held and
relationships with colleagues’ factor.
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Table 37
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on
Department Appointment Held

22: There is a mutual respect
among colleagues at my
institution

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
25: I gain valuable knowledge Between Participants
of classroom practices from my Within Participants
colleagues
Total
27: I always discuss with my
Between Participants
colleagues ways of improving
Within Participants
my teaching skills related to
Total
distance education

SS
13.13
26.12
39.24
11.04
23.28
34.31
16.68
28.30

df
6
38
44
6
38
44
6
38

44.98

44

MS
F
2.19 3.18
.69

Sig.
.01

1.84 3.00
.61

.02

2.78 3.73
.75

.01

Potential Growth Opportunities x Department Appointment Held. There was
a statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 31: University/college/department provides me opportunities to attend
off-campus professional development workshops or conferences on a continual/routine
basis, F (6, 38) = 16.07, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05
indicated that participants in the curriculum, instruction, and special education
department (M = 2.90, SD = .74, n = 13) had statistically significant higher mean scores
than the leadership and foundations department (M = 2.38, SD = .74, n = 8). The results
show the faculty in the curriculum, instruction, and special education department rated
the statement neutral and the faculty in the leadership and foundations department
disagreed with the statement.
Item 32: University/college/department provides adequate financial support for
professional development opportunities, F (6, 38) = 4.98, p = .00. The follow-up HSD
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test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the counseling and educational
psychology department (M = 3.20, SD = .92, n = 10) had statistically significant higher
mean scores than the leadership and foundations participants (M = 1.88, SD = .84, n = 8).
The results show the faulty in the counseling and educational psychology department
rated the item neutral and the faculty in the leadership and foundations department
disagreed with the statement.
Item 35: University/college/department provides every faculty member
developmental opportunities related to distance education courses regardless age, race,
academic rank, and teaching years, F (6,38) = 9.07, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the kinesiology department (M =
4.81, SD = .35, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
instructional systems and workforce development department (M = 3.13, SD = .35, n =
8). The results show the faculty in the kinesiology department strongly agreed with the
item and the faulty in the instructional systems and workforce development department
rated the item neutral. Table 38 shows the ANOVA results for the department
appointment held participants and potential growth opportunities factor.
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Table 38
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on
Department Appointment Held

31: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides me opportunities to attend
Within Participants
off-campus professional development
workshops or conferences on a
Total
continual/routine basis
32: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides adequate financial support for Within Participants
professional development
Total
opportunities
35: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides every faculty member
Within Participants
developmental opportunities related to
distance education courses regardless
Total
age, race, academic rank, and teaching
years

SS
25.76
10.15

df
6
38

35.91

44

25.19
32.05

6
38

57.24

44

15.10
10.54

6
38

25.64

44

MS
F
4.29 16.07
.27

Sig.
.00

4.20
.84

4.98

.00

2.52
.28

9.07

.00

Academic Rank
The researcher found that based on academic rank that there were statistically
significant differences among the participants for several items.
Technology Support x Academic Rank. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 3:
University/college/department provides up-to-date technology that can be used in
delivering content when teaching distance education, F (4, 40) = 4.57, p = .00. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 level indicated that participants in the
professor group (M = 4.81, SD = .25, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants in the assistant professor group (M = 3.13, SD = .32, n = 19).
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The results show participants in the professor group strongly agreed with the item and
participants in the assistant professor group rated the item neutral.
Item 4: University/college/department provides faculty with proper training on the
use of new technology for the distance education, F (4, 40) = 5.27, p = .00. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the associate
professor group (M = 3.84, SD = .32, n = 12) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants in the instructor group (M = 3.20, SD = .54, n = 7). The
results show the participants in the associate professor group agreed with the item and
participants in the instructor group rated the item neutral. Table 39 shows the ANOVA
results for the academic rank participants and technology support factor.
Table 39
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Academic Rank

3: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides up-to-date technology that
Within Participants
can be used in delivering content
Total
when teaching distance education
4: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides faculty with proper training Within Participants
on the use of new technology for the
Total
distance education

SS
4.91
10.74

df
4
40

15.64

44

22.64
43.00

4
40

65.64

44

MS
1.23
.27

F Sig.
4.57 .00

5.66
1.08

5.27 .00

Faculty Workload x Academic Rank. . There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 8: My job
allows me to balance my professional and personal life, F (4, 40) = 3.98, p = .01. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the
assistant professor group (M = 4.24, SD = .54, n = 19) had statistically significant higher
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mean scores than the lecturer participants (M = 3.46, SD = .46, n = 3). The results show
the participants in the assistant professor group strongly agreed with the item and the
participants in the lecturer group agreed with the item.
Item 9: I can perform my duties efficiently during my scheduled working hours
and rarely have to take work home with me, F (4, 40) = 9.33, p < .05. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha of .05 indicated that participants in the professor group (M =
4.6, SD = .75, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants
in the associate professor group (M = 4.12, SD = .76, n = 12) and the participants in the
assistant professor group (M = 3.64, SD = .65, n = 19). The results show that participants
in the professor group strongly agreed with the item; participants in the associate
professor group agreed with the item; and participants in the assistant professor group
agreed with the item.
Item 11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or coordinate distance
education activities in order to retain my position, F (4, 40) = 12.76, p < .05. The followup Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the professor
group (M = 3.86, SD = .77, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the associate professor group (M = 2.58, SD = .58, n = 12) and the
participants in the assistant professor group (M = 2.12, SD = .35, n = 19). The results
show that participants in the professor group agreed with the item; while participants in
the associate professor group disagreed with the item; and participants in the assistant
professor group disagreed with the item.
Item 12: I have NOT felt physical/emotional stress or a lack of motivation as a
result of the high levels of frustration and stress (from students, content of distance
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education) associated with distance education, F (4,40) = 5.34, p = .00. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the professor group
(M = 3.54, SD = .57, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the associate professor group (M = 3.02, SD = .47, n = 12). The results
show the participants in the professor group agreed with the item and the participants in
the associate professor group rated the item neutral. Table 40 shows the ANOVA results
for the academic rank participants and faculty workload factor.
Table 40
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Academic Rank

8: My job allows me to balance my professional
and personal life
9: I can perform my duties efficiently during my
scheduled working hours and rarely have to take
work home with me
11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or
coordinate distance education activities in order
to retain my position
12: I have NOT felt physical/emotional stress or a
lack of motivation as a result of the high levels of
frustration and stress (from students, content of
distance education) associate with distance
education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
15.15
38.06
53.20
38.57
41.35
79.91
47.05
36.86
83.91
20.53
38.45

df
4
40
44
4
40
44
4
40
44
4
40

Total

58.98

44

MS
3.79
.95

F Sig.
3.98 .01

9.64
1.03

9.33 .00

11.76 12.76 .00
.92
5.13 5.34 .00
.96

Tenure x Academic Rank. There was a statistically significant difference among
participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 16: The minimum years of
teaching required by a professor before one can seek tenure is appropriate, F (4, 40) =
6.28, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that
participants in the professor group (M = 4.68, SD = .42, n = 4) had statistically significant
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higher mean scores than the participants in the assistant professor group (M = 3.02, SD =
.47, n = 19). The results show the participants in professor group strongly agreed with the
item and participants in the assistant professor group rate the item neutral.
Item 20: Student evaluations of teaching distance education should be considered
before granting tenure to a faculty member, F (4, 40) = 2.87, p = .04. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the assistant
professor group (M = 4.51, SD = .38, n = 19) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants in the lecturer group (M = 4.01, SD = .47, n = 3). The results
show the participants in the assistant professor group strongly agreed with the item and
the participants in lecture group agreed with the item. Table 41 shows the ANOVA
results for the academic rank participants and tenure factor.
Table 41
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Academic Rank

16: The minimum years of teaching Between Participants
require by a professor before one
Within Participants
can seek tenure is appropriate
Total
20: Student evaluations of teaching Between Participants
distance education should be
Within Participants
considered before granting tenure
Total
to a faculty member

SS
13.29
21.16
34.44
5.04
17.54

df
4
40
44
4
40

22.58

44

MS
3.32
.53

F
6.28

Sig.
.00

1.26
.44

2.87

.04

Relationships with Colleagues x Academic Rank. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
22: There is a mutual respect among colleagues at my institution, F (4, 40) = 4.27, p =
.01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in
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the professor group (M = 4.43, SD = .35, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants in the associate professor group (M = 4.22, SD = .44, n = 12)
and the participants in the lecturer group (M = 3.58, SD = .66, n = 3). The results show
the participants in the professor group rated the question strongly agree; the participants
in the associate professor group agreed with the item; and the participants in the lecturer
group agreed with the item.
Item 23: There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the faculty members, F
(4, 40) = 3.07, p = .027. The follow-up Tukey HSD test at an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants in the assistant professor group (M = 4.05, SD = .52, n = 19) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants in the associate professor
group (M = 3.88, SD = .64, n = 12). The results show the participants in both the assistant
professor and the associate professor groups agreed with the item.
Item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching
skills related to distance education, F (4, 40) = 6.59, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test at an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the associate professor group (M
= 4.70, SD = .3.68, n = 12) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the assistant professor group (M = 4.03, SD = .68, n = 19). The results
show the participants in the associate professor group strongly agreed with the item and
participants in the assistant professor group agreed with the item. Table 42 shows the
ANOVA results for the academic rank participants and relationships with colleagues’
factor.
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Table 42
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on
Academic Rank

22: There is a mutual respect among
colleagues at my institution
23: There is a great deal of cooperative
effort among the faculty members
27: I always discuss with my colleagues
ways of improving my teaching skills
related to distance education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

SS
11.73
27.51
39.24
8.06
26.25
34.31
17.86
27.12
44.98

df
4
40
44
4
40
44
4
40
44

MS
2.93
.69

F
4.27

Sig.
.01

2.01
.66

3.07

.03

4.47
.68

6.59

.00

Potential Growth opportunities x Academic Rank. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
29: University/college/department provides a variety of professional development
opportunities for distance education, F (4, 40) = 5.60, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the lecturer group (M = 3.68,
SD = .71, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants in
the instructor group (M = 3.15, SD = .57, n = 7). The results show the participants in the
assistant professor group agreed with the item and the participants in the instructor group
rated the item neutral.
Item 30: University/college/department provides useful in-house professional
development opportunities on a continual/routine basis, F (4, 40) = 6.14, p = .00. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the
lecturer group (M = 3.72, SD = .66, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores
107

than the participants in the instructor group (M = 3.50, SD = .25, n = 7). The results show
that both the participants in the lecture and the instructor groups agreed with the item.
Item 32: University/college/department provides adequate financial support for
professional development opportunities, F (4, 40) = 11.04, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 level indicated that participants in the lecturer group
(M = 4.22, SD = .33, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the instructor group (M = 3.70, SD = .27, n = 7) and the participants in the
assistant professor group (M = 3.49, SD = .53, n = 19). The results show the participants
in the lecturer and instructor groups agreed with the item, and the participants in the
assistant professor group rated the item neutral.
Item 33: University/college/department encourages professional growth
opportunities through formal education, F (4, 40) = 7.96, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the lecturer group (M =
4.42, SD = .33, n = 3) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the instructor group (M = 4.11, SD = .86, n = 7). The results show the
lecturer participants strongly agreed with the item and the participants for the instructor
group agreed with the item. Table 43 shows the ANOVA results for the academic rank
participants and the potential growth opportunities factor.
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Table 43
ANOVA Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on Academic Rank
29: University/college/department provides a variety of
professional development opportunities for distance
education
30: University/college/department provides useful inhouse professional development opportunities on a
continual/routine basis
32: University/college/department provides adequate
financial support for professional development
opportunities
33: University/college/department encourages
professional growth opportunities through formal
education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

SS
17.21
30.71
47.91
15.89
25.89
41.78
30.03
27.21
57.24
16.84
21.16
38.00

df
4
40
44
4
40
44
4
40
44
4
40
44

MS
4.30
.77

F Sig.
5.60 .00

3.97
.65

6.14 .00

7.51
.68

11.04 .00

4.21
.529

7.96 .00

Status of Faculty Appointment
The researcher found that based on the status of faculty appointment there were
statistically significant difference for several items within different factors.
Technology Support x Status of Faculty Appointment. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
1: University/college/department encourages using different technologies in distance
education, F (2, 42) = 4.26, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of
.05 indicated that participants in the tenured group (M = 4.33, SD = .85, n = 17) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than participants in the non-tenured group (M
= 3.66, SD = .66, n = 10). The results show the tenured faculty strongly agreed with the
item and participants in the non-tenured group agreed with the item.
Item 3: University/college/department provides up-to-date technology that can be
used in delivering content when teaching distance education, F (2, 42) = 4.77, p = .01.
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The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the
tenured group (M = 4.44, SD = .75, n = 17) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the non-tenured participants (M = 4.11, SD = .69, n = 10). The results show
the tenured faculty strongly agreed with the item and non-tenured faculty agreed with the
item. Table 44 shows the ANOVA results for the status of faculty appointment
participants and technology support factor.
Table 44
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Status of Faculty
Appointment

1: University/college/department
encourages using different
technologies in distance education
3: University/college/department
provides up-to-date technology that
can be used in delivering content
when teaching distance education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
5.61
27.64
33.24
2.90
12.75

df
2
42
44
2
42

Total

15.64

44

MS
2.81
.66

F
4.26

Sig.
.02

1.45
.30

4.77

.01

Faculty Workload x Status of Faculty Appointment. . There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA in item 8:
My job allows me to balance my professional and personal life, F (2, 42) = 13.44, p <
.05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants
in the tenured group (M = 4.22, SD = .37, n = 17) had statistically significant higher
mean scores than the non-tenured group (M = 3.68, SD = .87, n = 10). The results show
that both the tenured participants and the non-tenured participants agreed with the item.
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Item 13: I am satisfied with my distance education class sizes, F (2, 42) = 3.49, p
= .04. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants
in the tenured group (M = 4.04, SD = .65, n = 17) had statistically significant higher
mean scores than the non-tenured participants (M = 3.98, SD = .78, n = 10). Both the
tenured participants and the non-tenured participants agreed with the item.
Item 14: Students who take online class have the same expectations as me
(students will not assume online classes are easier than face to face classes or course
standards are lower), F (2, 42) = 10.35, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an
alpha level of .05 level indicated that participants in the tenured group (M = 4.66, SD =
.29, n = 17) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the none-tenured
participants (M = 4.11, SD = .44, n = 10). The results show the tenured strongly agreed
with the item and the non-tenured faculty agreed with the item. Table 45 shows the
ANOVA results in status of faculty appointment participants and faculty workload factor.
Table 45
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Status of Faculty
Appointment

8: My job allows me to balance my
professional and personal life
13: I am satisfied with my distance
education class sizes
14: Students who take online class
have the same expectations as me
(students will not assume online
classes are easier than face to face
classes or course standards are lower)

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
20.76
32.44
53.20
8.81
52.97
61.78
10.54
21.38

df
MS
2 10.38
42
.77
44
2 4.40
42 1.26
44
2 5.27
42
.51

Total

31.91

44
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F
Sig.
13.44 .00

3.49 .04

10.35 .00

Tenure x Status of Faculty Appointment. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 17: The
tenure guidelines do NOT cause some faculty members to become complacent and
unproductive once tenure is obtained, F (2, 42) = 5.79, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the tenured group (M =
4.69, SD = .56, n = 17) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the tenure-track group (M = 4.23, SD = .57, n = 18). The results show the
tenured faculty strongly agreed with the item and the non-tenured faculty agreed with the
item.
Item 18: The tenure guidelines are not different between teaching distance
education or face-to-face classes, F (2, 42) = 4.23, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test with an alpha level of .05 level indicated that participants in the tenured group (M =
3.97, SD = .93, n = 17) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the tenuretrack participants (M = 3.07, SD = .79, n = 18). The results show the tenured faculty
agreed with the item and non-tenured faculty rated the item neutral. Table 46 presented
the ANOVA results for the status of faculty appointment participants and tenure factor.
Table 46
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Status of Faculty Appointment

17: The tenure guidelines do NOT
Between Participants
cause some faculty members to
Within Participants
become complacent and unproductive
Total
once tenure is obtained
18: The tenure guidelines are not
Between Participants
different between teaching distance
Within Participants
education or face-to-face classes
Total
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SS
10.20
37.04

df
2
42

47.24

44

10.52
52.28
62.80

2
42
44

MS
5.10
.88

F
5.79

Sig.
.01

5.26
1.25

4.23

.02

Relationships with Colleagues x Status of Faculty Appointment. There was a
statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA in the item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my
teaching skills related to distance education, F (2, 42) = 8.09, p = .001. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the tenured group
(M = 3.83, SD = .79, n = 17) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
tenure-track participants (M = 3.77, SD = .22, n = 18). Both the tenured faculty and the
non-tenured faculty agreed with the item.
Item 28: My colleagues are friendly and make me feel welcomed, F (2, 42) =
10.95, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that
participants in the tenured group (M = 4.40, SD = .52, n = 17) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the tenure-track participants (M = 4.28, SD = .31, n = 18). The
results show the tenured faculty strongly agreed with the item and the tenure-track faculty
agreed with the item. Table 47 shows the ANOVA results for the status of faculty
appointment participants and relationships with colleagues’ factor.
Table 47
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on Status of
Faculty Appointment

27: I always discuss with my colleagues Between Participants
ways of improving my teaching skills
Within Participants
related to distance education
Total
28: My colleagues are friendly and
Between Participants
make me feel welcomed
Within Participants
Total
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SS
12.51
32.47
44.98
4.95
9.49
14.44

df
2
42
44
2
42
44

MS
6.25
.77

F
Sig.
8.09 .00

2.48
.23

10.95 .00

Potential Growth Opportunities x Status of Faculty Appointment. There was
a statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 30: University/college/department provides useful in-house
professional development opportunities on a continual/routine basis, F (2, 42) = 20.59, p
< .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 level indicated that
participants in the tenured group (M = 4.26, SD = .25, n = 17) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the participants in the non-tenured group (M = 3.33, SD = .36, n
= 10). The results show the tenured faculty agreed with the item and the non-tenured
faculty rated the item neutral.
Item 32: University/college/department provides adequate financial support for
professional development opportunities, F (2, 42) = 22.14, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the tenured group (M =
4.48, SD = .32, n = 17) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in the non-tenured group (M = 3.98, SD = .67, n = 10). The results show the
tenured faculty strongly agreed with the item and the non-tenured faculty agreed with the
item. Table 48 shows the ANOVA results for status of faculty appointment participants
and potential growth opportunities factor.
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Table 48
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on Status
of Faculty Appointment

30: University/college/department Between Participants
provides useful in-house professional Within Participants
development opportunities on a
Total
continual/routine basis
32: University/college/department Between Participants
provides adequate financial support Within Participants
for professional development
Total
opportunities

SS
20.68
21.09

df
2
42

41.78

44

29.38
27.87

2
42

57.24

44

MS
10.34
.50

F
20.59

Sig.
.00

14.69
.66

22.14

.00

Academic Schedule
The researcher found that based on the status of academic schedule there were
statistically significant difference among the participants for several items.
Technology Support x Academic Schedule. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 4:
University/college/department provides faculty with proper training on the use of new
technology for the distance education, F (2, 42) = 5.71, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time (9 months)
group (M = 4.44, SD = .61, n = 33) had statistically significant higher mean scores than
the part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 4.33, SD = .66, n = 3). The results
show both full-time faculty part-time faculty strongly agreed with this statement.
Item 7: I plan with the library media specialist/librarian for the integration of
library/media services into my distance education teaching, F (2, 42) = 15.26, p < .05.
The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the
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full-time (9 months) group (M = 3.88, SD = .55, n = 33) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.41, SD =
.58, n = 3). The results show both the full-time faculty and part-time faculty agreed with
this statement. Table 49 shows the ANOVA results for the academic schedule
participants and technology support factor.
Table 49
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Academic Schedule

4: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides faculty with proper training on
Within Participants
the use of new technology for the
Total
distance education
7: I plan with the library media
Between Participants
specialist/librarian for the integration of Within Participants
library/media services into my distance
Total
education teaching

SS
14.03
51.62

df
2
42

65.64

44

26.05
35.86

2
42

61.91

44

MS
7.01
1.23

F
5.71

Sig.
.01

13.03 15.26
.85

.00

Faculty Workload x Academic Schedule. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 8: My job
allows me to balance my professional and personal life, F (2, 42) = 5.26, p = .01. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the
full-time (9 months) group (M = 4.02, SD = .34, n = 33) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.47, SD =
.85, n = 3). The results show the full-time faculty agreed with this statement and the parttime, temporary, visiting faculty rated the item neutral. Table 50 shows the ANOVA
results for the academic schedule participants and faculty workload factor.
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Item 9: I can perform my duties efficiently during my scheduled working hours
and rarely have to take work home with me, F (2, 42) = 20.89, p < .05. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time (9
months) group (M = 4.11, SD = .34, n = 33) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants in the part-time, temporary, visiting group (M = 3.88, SD =
.47, n = 3). The results show that both the full-time and part-time faculty agreed with this
statement.
Item 10: Teaching distance education equals the same workload as face to face
classes (hours for preparing content, spending hours on answering and helping students’
questions), F (2,42) = 13.55, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level
of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time (9 months) participants (M = 4.22, SD =
.44, n = 33) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the part-time, temporary,
visiting participants (M = 3.76, SD = .59, n = 3). The results show both the full-time and
part-time faculty agreed with this statement. Table 4.48 shows the ANOVA results for
the academic schedule participants and faculty workload factor.
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Table 50
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Academic Schedule

8: My job allows me to balance my
professional and personal life

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
9: I can perform my duties efficiently Between Participants
during my scheduled working hours Within Participants
and rarely have to take work home
Total
with me
10: Teaching distance education
Between Participants
equals same workload as face to face Within Participants
classes. (hours for preparing content,
spending hours on answering and
Total
helping students’ questions)

SS
10.66
42.55
53.20
39.85
40.06

df
2
42
44
2
42

79.91

44

16.17
25.07

2
42

41.24

44

MS
5.33
1.01

F
5.26

Sig.
.01

19.93
.95

20.89

.00

8.09
.60

13.55

.00

Tenure x Academic Schedule. There was a statistically significant difference
among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 16: The minimum
years of teaching required by a professor before one can seek tenure is appropriate, F (2,
42) = 3.32, p = .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants in the full-time (12 months) group (M = 4.65, SD = .65, n = 9) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than the part-time, temporary, visiting
participants (M = 3.69, SD = .58, n = 3). The results show the full-time faculty strongly
agreed with this statement and the part-time, temporary, visiting faculty agreed with this
statement.
Item 19: Annual performance evaluations should be considered before granting
tenure to a faculty member, F (2, 42) = 5.73, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with
an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time (12 months) group (M =
4.08, SD = .57, n = 9) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the part-time,
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temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.95, SD = .68, n = 3). The results show both the
full-time faculty and part-time faculty agreed with this item. Table 51 shows the ANOVA
results for the academic schedule participants and tenure factor.
Table 51
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Academic Schedule

16: The minimum years of teaching
require by a professor before one can
seek tenure is appropriate
19: Annual performance evaluations
should be considered before granting
tenure to a faculty member

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

SS
4.71
29.74
34.44
4.84
17.74
22.58

df
2
42
44
2
42
44

MS
2.35
.71

F Sig.
3.32 .05

2.42
.42

5.73 .01

Relationships with Colleagues x Academic Schedule. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA in item
22: There is a mutual respect among colleagues at my institution, F (2, 42) = 11.79, p <
.05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants
in the full-time (12 months) group (M = 4.63, SD = .90, n = 9) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.95, SD =
.68, n = 3). The results show the full-time faculty strongly agreed with this item and the
part-time faculty agreed with this item.
Item 23: I There is a great deal of cooperative effort among the faculty members,
F (2, 42) = 4.92, p = .012. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05
indicated that participants in the full-time (12 months) group (M = 3.78, SD = .47, n = 9)
had statistically significant higher mean scores than the part-time, temporary, visiting
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participants (M = 3.95, SD = .68, n = 3). The results show both full-time faculty and the
part-time, temporary, visiting faculty agreed with this item.
Item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching
skills related to distance education, F (2, 42) = 11.200, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time (12 months)
group (M = 4.43, SD = .71, n = 9) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.95, SD = .68, n = 3). The results show
the full-time faculty strongly agreed with this item and the part-time, temporary, visiting
faculty agreed with this item. Table 52 shows the ANOVA results for the academic
schedule participants and relationships with colleagues’ factor.
Table 52
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on
Academic Schedule

22: There is a mutual respect among Between Participants
colleagues at my institution
Within Participants
Total
23: I There is a great deal of
Between Participants
cooperative effort among the
Within Participants
faculty members
Total
27: I always discuss with my
Between Participants
colleagues ways of improving my
Within Participants
teaching skills related to distance
Total
education

SS
14.11
25.13
39.24
6.51
27.80
34.31
15.64
29.33

df
2
42
44
2
42
44
2
42

44.98

44

MS
F
Sig.
7.06 11.79 .00
.60
3.26
.662

4.92 .01

7.82 11.20 .00
.70

Potential Growth Opportunities x Academic Schedule. There was a
statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 29: University/college/department provides a variety of professional
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development opportunities for distance education, F (2, 42) = 9.37, p < .05. The followup Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time
(12 months) group (M = 4.52, SD = .59, n = 9) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.66, SD = .54, n = 3).
The results show both the full-time faculty and the part-time, temporary, visiting faculty
agreed with the statement.
Item 32: University/college/department provides adequate financial support for
professional development opportunities, F (2, 42) = 9.15, p = .001. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in the full-time (12 months)
group (M = 3.82, SD = .85, n = 9) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
part-time, temporary, visiting participants (M = 3.44, SD = .67, n = 3). The results show
the full-time faculty agreed with this item and the part-time, temporary, visiting faculty
rated the item neutral. Table 53 shows the ANOVA results for the academic schedule
participants and potential growth opportunities factor.
Table 53
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on
Academic Schedule

29: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides a variety of professional
Within Participants
development opportunities for distance
Total
education
32: University/college/department
Between Participants
provides adequate financial support for Within Participants
professional development opportunities
Total
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SS
14.78
33.13

df
2
42

47.91

44

17.37
39.88
57.24

2
42
44

MS
7.39
.79

F
9.37

Sig.
.00

8.68
.95

9.15

.00

Second level heading sample
The researcher found that based on salary there was a statistically significant
difference in several items. In the survey response, participants were asked to provide
their actual salary numbers and these numbers were divided into seven groups (1) 30,00039,999, (2) 40,000-49,999, (3) 50,000-59,999, (4) 60,000-69,999, (5) 70,000-79,999, (6)
80,000-89,999, and (7) 90,000-99,999.
Technology Support x Salary. There was a statistically significant difference
among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 3:
University/college/department provides up-to-date technology that can be used in
delivering content when teaching distance education, F (6, 38) = 3.81, p = .01. The
follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in salary
group 3 (M = 3.68, SD = .35, n = 14) had statistically significant higher mean scores than
salary group 2 (M = 3.33, SD = .46, n = 20). The results show salary group 3 agreed with
this item and salary group 2 rated the item neutral.
Item 4: University/college/department provides faculty with proper training on the
use of new technology for the distance education, F (6, 38) = 3.33, p = .01. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in salary group 4 (M
= 4.40, SD = 1.09, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than salary
group 3 (M = 4.13, SD = .35, n = 14). The results show salary group 4 strongly agreed
with this item and salary group 3 agreed with this item. Table 54 shows the ANOVA
results for the salary participants and technology support factor.
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Table 54
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Salary

3: University/college/department provides Between Participants
up-to-date technology that can be used in
Within Participants
delivering content when teaching distance
Total
education
4: University/college/department provides Between Participants
faculty with proper training on the use of
Within Participants
new technology for the distance education
Total

SS
5.88
9.76

df
6
38

15.64

44

22.63
43.01
65.64

6
38
44

MS
.98
.26

F Sig.
3.81 .06

3.77
1.13

3.33 .01

Faculty Workload x Salary. There was a statistically significant difference
among participants as determined by an one-way ANOVA for item 9: I can perform my
duties efficiently during my scheduled working hours and rarely have to take work home
with me, F (6,38) = 4.19, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of
.05 indicated that participants in salary group 4 (M = 4.30, SD = .59, n = 4) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than salary group 3 (M = 4.02, SD = .71, n =
14). The results show salary group 4 strongly agreed with this item and salary group 3
agreed with this item.
Item 11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or coordinate distance
education activities in order to retain my position, F (6, 38) = 3.85, p = .00. The followup Tukey HSD test with an alpha of .05 level indicated that participants in salary group 4
(M = 4.47, SD = .89, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than salary
group 3 (M = 4.11, SD = .64, n = 14). The results show salary group 4 strongly agreed
with this item and salary group 3 agreed with this item. Table 55 shows the ANOVA
results for the salary participants and faculty workload factor.
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Table 55
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Salary

9: I can perform my duties efficiently
during my scheduled working hours and
rarely have to take work home with me

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate Between Participants
in or coordinate distance education
Within Participants
activities in order to retain my position
Total

SS
31.80
48.11
79.91
31.71
52.20
83.91

df
6
38
44
6
38
44

MS
F Sig.
5.30 4.19 .00
1.27
5.29 3.85 .00
1.37

Tenure x Salary. There was a statistically significant difference among
participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 21: Teachers whether teaching
distance education or face-to-face are evaluated fairly when consider for tenure, F (6, 38)
= 2.76, p = .03. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that
participants in salary group 4(M = 4.22, SD = .82, n = 4) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than salary group 2 (M = 3.98, SD = .87, n = 20). The results show
salary group 4 strongly agreed with this item and salary group agreed with this item.
Table 56 shows the ANOVA results for the salary participants and tenure factor.
Table 56
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Salary

21: Teachers whether teaching distance Between Participants
education or face-to-face are evaluated Within Participants
fairly when consider tenure
Total

SS
8.14
18.66
26.80

df
6
38
44

MS
1.36
.49

F
2.76

Sig.
.03

Relationships with Colleagues x Salary. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 25: I gain
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valuable knowledge of classroom practices from my colleagues, F (6, 38) = 5.35, p < .05.
The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in
salary group 4 (M = 3.71, SD = .92, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores
than salary group 2 (M = 3.00, SD = .91, n = 20). The results show salary group 4 agreed
with this item and the salary group 2 rated the item neutral.
Item 28: My colleagues are friendly and make me feel welcomed, F (6, 38) =
3.00, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that
participants in salary group 2 (M = 3.95, SD = .71, n = 20) had statistically significant
higher scores than the participants in salary group 1 (M = 3.50, SD = .43, n = 2). The
results show salary group 2 and salary group 1 both agreed with this item. Table 57
shows the ANOVA results for the salary participants and relationships with colleague’s
factor.
Table 57
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on Salary

25: I gain valuable knowledge of
classroom practices from my
colleagues

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
28: My colleagues are friendly and Between Participants
make me feel welcomed
Within Participants
Total

SS
24.39
28.86
53.24
4.64
9.81
14.44

df
6
38
44
6
38
44

MS
4.07
.76

F
5.35

Sig.
.00

.77
.26

3.00

.02

Potential Growth Opportunities x Salary. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by one-way ANOVA for item 31:
University/college/department provides me opportunities to attend off-campus
professional development workshops or conferences on a continual/routine basis, F (6,
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38) = 2.48, p = .04. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants in salary group 3 (M = 3.21, SD = .80, n = 14) had statistically
significant higher mean scores than the participants in salary group 2 (M = 3.50, SD =
.71, n = 20). The results show salary group 3 rated the item neutral and salary group 2
agreed with this item.
Item 34: University/college/department provides the same salary for teaching
distance education as face-to-face courses, F (6, 38) = 4.68, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants in salary group 6
(M = 3.00, SD = .92, n = 2) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants in salary group 2 (M = 2.64, SD = .93, n = 20). The results show salary group
6 rated the item neutral and salary group 2 disagreed with this item. Table 58 shows the
ANOVA results for the salary participants and potential growth opportunities factor.
Table 58
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on Salary

31: University/college/department provides Between Participants
me opportunities to attend off-campus
Within Participants
professional development workshops or
Total
conferences on a continual/routine basis
34: University/college/department provides Between Participants
same salary for teaching distance education Within Participants
as face to face courses
Total

SS
10.10
25.81

df MS
6 1.68
38 .68

35.91

44

35.39
47.86
83.24

6 5.90
38 1.26
44

F
2.48

Sig.
.04

4.68

.00

Second level heading sample
The researcher found that based on years of teaching. There were statistically
significant differences in several items. Participants were asked to provide their actual
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years of teaching experience, however, responses were grouped for analyses: (1) 1-5, (2)
6-10, (3) 11-15, (4) 16-20, (5) 21-25, (6) 26-30, (7) 31-35, and (8) 36-40.
Technology Support x Years of Teaching. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 5:
University/college library (or media center) are providing instructional materials and
technical support, F (7, 37) = 2.36, p = .04. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha
level of .05 indicated that participants with 6-10 years of teaching experience (M = 4.00,
SD = .66, n = 15) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants
with 26-30 years of teaching experience (M = 2.67, SD = .58, n = 3). The results show
the group with 6-10 years of teaching experience agreed with this item and the group
with 26-30 years of teaching experience disagreed with this item. Table 59 shows the
ANOVA results for the years of teaching participants and technology support factor.
Table 59
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Years of Teaching

5: University/college library (or media
center) are providing instructional
materials and technical support

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

9.25
20.75
30.00

7
37
44

1.32
.56

2.36

.04

Faculty Workload x Years of Teaching. There was a statistically significant
difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 9: I can
perform my duties efficiently during my scheduled working hours and rarely have to take
work home with me, F (7, 37) = 2.93, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an
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alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of teaching experience (M
= 4.03, SD = .1.36, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the
participants with 1-5 years of teaching experience (M = 1.93, SD = 1.16, n = 15). The
results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching experience agreed with this item and
the group with 1-5 years of teaching experience disagreed with this item.
Item 11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in or coordinate distance
education activities in order to retain my position, F (7, 37) = 7.05, p < .05. The followup Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years
of teaching experience (M = 4.25, SD = .80, n = 4) had statistically significant higher
scores than the participants with 6-10 years of teaching experience (M = 2.67, SD = 1.05,
n = 15). The results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching experience agreed with
this item and the group with 6-10 years of teaching experience disagreed with this item.
Table 60 shows the ANOVA results for the years of teaching participants and faculty
workload factor.
Table 60
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Years of Teaching

9: I can perform my duties efficiently during Between Participants
my scheduled working hours and rarely have Within Participants
to take work home with me
Total
11: I do NOT feel pressured to participate in Between Participants
or coordinate distance education activities in Within Participants
order to retain my position
Total

SS
28.49
51.42
79.91
47.96
35.95
83.91

df
7
37
44
7
37
44

MS
4.07
1.39

F
2.93

Sig.
.02

6.85
.97

7.05

.00

Tenure x Years of Teaching. There was a statistically significant difference
among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item 16: The minimum
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years of teaching required by a professor before one can seek tenure is appropriate, F (7,
37) = 3.18, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants with 16-20 years of teaching experience (M = 4.38, SD = .63, n = 4) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants with 1-5 years of
teaching experience (M = 3.80, SD = 1.01, n = 15). The results show the group with 1620 years of teaching experience strongly agreed with this item and the group with 1-5
years of teaching experience agreed with this item.
Item 21: Teachers whether teaching distance education or face-to-face are
evaluated fairly when consider for tenure, F (7, 37) = 3.13, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 16-20 years of
teaching experience (M = 3.58, SD = .59, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching experience (M = 3.27, SD = .53, n
= 15). The results show the group with 16-20 years of teaching experience agreed with
this item and the group with 1-5 years of teaching experience rated the item neutral.
Table 61 shows the ANOVA results for the years of teaching experience and tenure
factor.
Table 61
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Years of Teaching

16: The minimum years of teaching
required by a professor before one
can seek tenure is appropriate

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
21: Teachers whether teaching
Between Participants
distance education or face-to-face are Within Participants
evaluated fairly when consider tenure
Total
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SS
12.94
21.50
34.44
9.97
16.83
26.80

df
7
37
44
7
37
44

MS
1.85
.58

F
3.18

Sig.
.01

1.42
.46

3.13

.01

Relationships with Colleagues x Years of Teaching. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
22: There is mutual respect among colleagues at my institution, F (7, 37) = 6.31, p < .05.
The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with
1-5 years of teaching experience (M = 3.47, SD = .74, n = 15) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the participants with 26-30 years of teaching experience (M =
2.89, SD = .48, n = 3). The results show the group with 1-5 years of teaching experience
and the group with 26-30 years of teaching both rated the item neutral.
Item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching
skills related to distance education, F (7, 37) = 3.19, p = .01. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 1-5 years of teaching
experience (M = 3.47, SD = .92, n = 15) had statistically significant higher scores than
the participants with 6-10 years of teaching experience (M = 2.67, SD = .68, n = 15). The
results show the group with 1-5 years of teaching experience rated the item neutral and
the group with 6-10 years of teaching experience disagreed with this item. Table 62
shows the ANOVA results for the years of teaching experience and relationships with
colleague’s factor.
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Table 62
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on Years of
Teaching

22: There is a mutual respect among
colleagues at my institution
27: I always discuss with my colleagues
ways of improving my teaching skills
related to distance education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

SS
21.36
17.88
39.24
16.91
28.07
44.98

df
7
37
44
7
37
44

MS
3.05
.48

F
6.31

Sig.
.00

2.42
.76

3.19

.01

Potential Growth Opportunities x Years of Teaching. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
31: University/college/department provides me opportunities to attend off-campus
professional development workshops or conferences on a continual/routine basis, F (7,
37) = 2.62, p = .03. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants with 11-15 years of teaching experience (M = 3.33, SD = .82, n = 4) had
statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants with 6-10 years of
teaching experience (M = 2.93, SD = .88, n = 15). The results show the group with 11-15
years of teaching and the group with 6-10 years of teaching experience both rated the
item neutral.
Item 34: University/college/department provides the same salary for teaching
distance education as face to face courses, F (7, 37) = 3.92, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey
HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of
teaching experience (M = 4.66, SD = .68, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants with 26-30 years of teaching experience (M = 2.33, SD =
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1.36, n = 3). The results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching experience strongly
agreed with this item and the group with 26-30 years of teaching experience disagreed
with this item. Table 63 shows the ANOVA results for the years of teaching experience
and potential growth opportunities factor.
Table 63
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on Years
of Teaching
SS
31: University/college/department provides Between Participants 11.89
me opportunities to attend off-campus
Within Participants 24.02
professional development workshops or
Total
35.91
conferences on a continual/routine basis
34: University/college/department provides Between Participants 35.43
same salary for teaching distance education Within Participants 47.82
as face to face courses
Total
83.24

df MS
7 1.70
37 .65

F
2.62

Sig.
.03

3.92

.00

44
7 5.06
37 1.29
44

Years of Teaching Distance Education
The researcher found that based on years of teaching distance education there
were statistically significant difference in several items. Participants were asked to
provide their actual years of teaching; however, the researcher grouped these numbers
into three groups (1) 1-5, (2) 6-10, and (3) 11-15.
Technology Support x Years of Teaching Distance Education. There was a
statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 1: University/college/department encourages using different
technologies in distance education, F (2, 42) = 4.186, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of teaching
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distance education experience (M = 4.50, SD = .58, n = 4) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching experience (M = 3.34,
SD = .84, n = 35). The results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching distance
education strongly agreed with this item and the group with 1-5 years of teaching
distance education experience rated the item neutral.
Item 5: University/college library (or media center) are providing instructional
materials and technical support, F (2, 42) = 3.41, p = .04. The follow-up Tukey HSD test
with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance
education experience (M = 3.83, SD = .79, n = 35) had statistically significant higher
mean scores than the participants with 11-15 years of teaching experience (M = 3.02, SD
= .98, n = 4). The results show the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance education
agreed with this item and the group with 11-15 year of teaching distance education
experience rated the item neutral. Table 64 shows the ANOVA results for the years of
teaching distance education participants and technology support factor.
Table 64
ANOVA Summary Table within Technology Support Factor Based on Years of Teaching
Distance Education

1: University/college/department
encourages using different
technologies in distance education
5: University/college library (or media
center) are providing instructional
materials and technical support

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
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SS
5.53
27.72
33.24
4.20
25.81
30.00

df
2
42
44
2
42
44

MS
F Sig.
2.76 4.19 .02
.66
2.10 3.41 .04
.61

Faculty Workload x Years of Teaching Distance Education. There was a
statistically significant difference among participants as determined by an one-way
ANOVA for item 9: I can perform my duties efficiently during my scheduled working
hours and rarely have to take work home with me, F (2,42) = 5.75, p = .01. The follow-up
Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of
teaching experience (M = 2.89, SD = .56, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance education experience (M
= 3.33, SD = 1.36, n = 35). The results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching
distance education experience and the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance
education both rated the item neutral.
Item 13: I am satisfied with my distance education class sizes, F (2, 42) = 8.14, p
= .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants
with 6-10 years of teaching experience (M = 1.83, SD = .59, n = 6) had statistically
significant higher scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance
education experience (M = 3.54, SD = 1.09, n = 35). The results show the group with 610 years of teaching distance education experience strongly disagreed with this item and
the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance education experience agreed with this item.
Table 65 shows the ANOVA results for the years of teaching distance education and
faculty workload factor.
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Table 65
ANOVA Summary Table within Faculty Workload Factor Based on Years of Teaching
Distance Education

9: I can perform my duties efficiently
during my scheduled working hours
and rarely have to take work home
with me
13: I am satisfied with my distance
education class sizes

Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
17.17
62.74

df
2
42

Total

79.91

44

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

17.26
44.52
61.78

2
42
44

MS
8.58
1.49

F
5.75

Sig.
.01

8.63
1.06

8.14

.00

Tenure x Years of Teaching Distance Education. There was a statistically
significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way ANOVA for item
16: The minimum years of teaching required by a professor before one can seek tenure is
appropriate, F (2, 42) = 4.22, p = .02. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level
of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of teaching distance education
experience (M = 4.17, SD = .72, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores
than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance education experience (M = 3.74,
SD = .49, n = 35). The results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching distance
education experience and the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance education
experience both agreed with this item. Table 66 shows the ANOVA results for the years
of teaching distance education and tenure factor.
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Table 66
ANOVA Summary Table within Tenure Factor Based on Years of Teaching Distance
Education

16: The minimum years of
teaching require by a professor
before one can seek tenure is
appropriate

Between Participants
Within Participants

SS
5.76
28.69

df
2
42

Total

34.44

44

MS
2.88
.68

F
4.22

Sig.
.02

Relationships with Colleagues x Years of Teaching Distance Education. There
was a statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a one-way
ANOVA for item 22: There is a mutual respect among colleagues at my institution, F (2,
42) = 3.69, p = .03. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an alpha level of .05 indicated
that participants with 11-15 years of teaching distance education experience (M = 2.76,
SD = .48, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean scores than the participants with
1-5 years of teaching distance education experience (M = 3.69, SD = .98, n = 35). The
results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching distance education experience rated
the item neutral and the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance education experience
agreed with this item.
Item 27: I always discuss with my colleagues ways of improving my teaching
skills related to distance education, F (2, 42) = 8.94, p = .00. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of teaching
distance education experience (M = 3.06, SD = .36, n = 4) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance education
experience (M = 3.31, SD = .96, n = 35). The results show the group with 11-15 years of
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teaching distance education experience and the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance
education experience both rated the item neutral. Table 67 shows the ANOVA results for
the years of teaching distance education and relationships with colleague’s factor.
Table 67
ANOVA Summary Table within Relationships with Colleagues Factor Based on Years of
Teaching Distance Education

22: There is a mutual respect among
colleagues at my institution
27: I always discuss with my colleagues
ways of improving my teaching skills
related to distance education

Between Participants
Within Participants
Total
Between Participants
Within Participants
Total

SS
5.87
33.38
39.24
13.44
31.54
44.98

df
2
42
44
2
42
44

MS
2.93
.80

F
3.69

Sig.
.03

6.72
.75

8.94

.00

Potential Growth Opportunities x Years of Teaching Distance Education.
There was a statistically significant difference among participants as determined by a
one-way ANOVA for item 31: University/college/department provides me opportunities
to attend off-campus professional development workshops or conferences on a
continual/routine basis, F (2, 42) = 13.46, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD test with an
alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of teaching distance
education experience (M = 3.06, SD = .36, n = 4) had statistically significant higher mean
scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance education experience (M
= 3.31, SD = .96, n = 35). The results show the group with 11-15 years of teaching
distance education and the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance education both rated
the item neutral.
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Item 34: University/college/department provides same salary for teaching distance
education as face to face courses, F (2, 42) = 15.36, p < .05. The follow-up Tukey HSD
test with an alpha level of .05 indicated that participants with 11-15 years of teaching
distance education experience (M = 3.06, SD = .36, n = 4) had statistically significant
higher mean scores than the participants with 1-5 years of teaching distance education
experience (M = 3.31, SD = .96, n = 35). The results show the group with 11-15 years of
teaching distance education experience and the group with 1-5 years of teaching distance
education experience both rated the item neutral. Table 68 shows the ANOVA results for
the years of teaching distance education and potential growth opportunities factor.
Table 68
ANOVA Summary Table within Potential Growth Opportunities Factor Based on Years
of Teaching Distance Education

31: University/college/department provides Between Participants
me opportunities to attend off-campus
Within Participants
professional development workshops or
Total
conferences on a continual/routine basis
34: University/college/department provides Between Participants
same salary for teaching distance education Within Participants
as face to face courses
Total

SS
14.03
21.89

df
2
42

MS
F
Sig.
7.01 13.46 .00
.52

35.91

44

35.17
48.08
83.24

2 17.58 15.36 .00
42 1.15
44

Summary
The findings related to satisfaction with teaching distance education and
demographics can be summarized as follows:
a. Male participants were more satisfied with technology support,
appropriate workload, and the tenure process when teaching distance
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education than female participants. However, female participants are
more satisfied with the potential growth opportunities than male
participants;
b. Caucasian participants were more satisfied with teaching distance
education than African-American participants (except question 28: My
colleagues are friendly and make me feel welcomed);
c. Overall, the participants in the age group 40-49 were more satisfied
than participants in other age groups when teaching distance
education;
d. Participants with higher academic rank (professor/associate professor)
were more satisfied with teaching distance education than lower
academic rank faculty;
e. Tenured faculty were more satisfied with teaching distance education
than non-tenured faculty;
f. Full-time faculty were more satisfied teaching distance education than
part-time faculty;
g. Overall, faculty at higher salary levels were more satisfied teaching
distance education than faculty at lower salary levels; and
h. Faculty with more years of teaching experience were more satisfied
with teaching distance education that those participants with less
teaching experience.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
This chapter provides a brief overview of the study followed by a summary of the
findings, discussion, implications, conclusions, and recommendations for future research.
Overview of the Study
These were 158 surveys of Faculty Perceptions of Instructional Satisfaction and
Support When Teaching Distance Education and consent forms sent out via email to
potential participants, and 57 were returned. The rate of return of this survey was 36.07%.
Out of the 57 faculty participants, the gender and race in this study consisted of 39
females (68.4%), 18 males (31.6%), 50 Caucasian (87.7%), and 7 African Americans
(12.3%). The age of the participants ranged from 31 years old to 67 years old. The
average age of the faculty participants was 43 years old.
The surveys were returned by 14 faculty from the Department of Counseling and
Educational Psychology (24.6%), 13 faculty from the Department of Curriculum,
Instruction, and Special Education (22.8%), 3 faculty from the Division of Education
(5.3%), 8 faculty from the Department of Instructional Systems and Workforce
Development (14.0%), 6 faculty from the Department of Kinesiology (10.5%), 8 faculty
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from the Department of Leadership and Foundations (14.0%), and 5 faculty from the
Department of Music (8.8%).
The 57 faculty who returned the survey included 5 professors (8.8%), 12 associate
professors (21.1%), 25 assistant professors (43.9%), 12 instructors (21.1%), and 3
lecturers (5.3%). Of the 57 participants, 22 were tenured (38.6%), 23 were tenure-track
(40.4%) and 12 were non-tenure track (21.1%).
Of the 57 faculty who responded, 13 faculty were full-time (12 months) (22.8%),
41 faculty were full-time (9 months) (71.9%), and 3 faculty were part-time, temporary,
visiting (5.3%).
Last, the salary range of the faculty participants was 46,000 - 95,000 (annually)
and 45 out of 57 (80.0%) had taught distance education.
Findings and Discussion
The first research question was “What factors of instructional support (technology
support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth
opportunities) do faculty perceive as promoting/impeding their satisfaction when they
participate in distance education?” All the negative questions were reversed scored and
treated as positive questions to produce composite scores of each factor.
Based on a scale ranging from a low of 1 to a high of 5, the tenure factor had the
highest average mean of 3.57 and the faculty workload factor had the lowest average
mean of 2.66. For the participants in this study, having achieved tenure had the most
impact on faculty satisfaction when teaching distance education. The technology support
factor was viewed as a positive factor that faculty felt facilitated their distance education
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experience. The faculty workload factor was viewed as a factor that hindered the distance
education teaching experience.
The second research question was “Are there any meaningful and significant
relationships or differences between faculty perceptions of instructional satisfaction
(technology support, workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, potential growth
opportunities) and demographic information (gender, race, age, department, academic
rank, tenure status, academic schedule, salary, teaching experience, and distance
education teaching experience)?”
1. In the race category, the Caucasian participants had the highest mean
scores on all five factors (technology support, faculty workload, tenure,
relationships with colleagues, and potential growth opportunities).
2. There were significant differences among all age categories for technology
support, faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and
potential growth opportunities. The participants in the age group 40-49
were more satisfied on all five factors.
3. Based on the department appointment held area, the researcher found that
a. The Department of Counseling and Educational Psychology had
highest mean scores on Technology Support factor compared to other
categories.
b. The Department of Instructional Systems and Workforce Development
had highest mean scores on Faculty Workload and Tenure factor.
c. The Department of Kinesiology had highest mean scores on
Relationships with Colleagues.
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d. The Department of Curriculum, Instruction, and Special Education
Participants had highest mean scores on Potential Growth
Opportunities.
4. Based on academic rank, the researcher found:
a. Associate professor participants had the highest mean scores on
technology support and relationships with colleagues factors.
b. Professor participants had the highest mean scores on the faculty
workload and tenure factor.
c. Instructor/ lecturer participants had the highest mean score on the
potential growth opportunities factor.
5. In the status of faculty appointment category, tenured participants had the
highest mean scores on all five factors (technology support, faculty
workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth
opportunities).
6. In the academic schedule category, full-time faculty (9-month or 12month) had higher mean scores on all five factors (technology support,
faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential
growth opportunities).
7. In the salary category, participants in the salary range between 60,00069,999 had higher mean scores on all five factors (technology support,
faculty workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential
growth opportunities) than any other group.

143

8. In the years of teaching category, the participants with 6-10 years of
teaching and the participants with 11-15 years of teaching were more
satisfied than the participants in other groups.
9. In the years of teaching distance education category, participants with 1-5
years of teaching distance education were more satisfied on all five factors
compared to the participants with other groups.
Implications
Howard et al. (2004) stated that “the way faculties are rewarded will have to be
reevaluated as distance learning programs increase” (p. 2). Institutions will begin to
reassess faculty incentives associated with facilitating distance education courses. Based
on the results of this study, higher education institutions should evaluate their vision and
mission statements, provide more technology support, improve and reconsider the tenure
policies to determine if distance education programs are being considered in faculty
compensation packages. For example, full-time faculty showed higher means scores on
all five factors than part-time faculty. How to promote part-time faulty satisfaction when
they participant in distance education is an issue and needs to be addressed. Kurnik’s
(2006) study suggested part-time faculty lack experience facilitating distance education
courses, so the effects on job satisfaction should be considered with part-time faculty.
Participants who were Caucasian and who were tenured had the highest mean scores on
all five factors in this study. Higher education institutions should consider addressing the
needs of minority and untenured faculty (Trower & Chait, 2002).
Additional implications involve the workload of faculty who participate in
distance online courses. The faculty participants believed that the workload of teaching
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distance education was an impeding factor when they consider participation in teaching
distance education. McLean (2005) introduced information related to working conditions
of faculty teaching distance education courses. McLean stated that “teaching workload
that is exclusively at a distance, frequently repurposes their home environment to double
as a workplace” (p. 4). McLean’s study (2005) provided the foundations for this study
and the results support McLean’s findings. Higher education institutions should develop
programs that consider the daily activities and working conditions of those teaching at a
distance.
Conclusions
Results from this study, relating to the perceptions, and levels of job satisfaction,
provided some insights that differed somewhat from findings reported in the literature.
Gender appears to impact expectations when teaching distance education. In this
study, female participants expressed more concern about the Potential Growth
Opportunities when they teach distance education more than males; and male see
Technology Support, Workload, and Tenure as the most important factors which affect
their willingness to teach distance education. This conclusion supports the findings of
Perie and Baker (1997) who stated that females’ satisfaction is less related with school
salary and fringe benefits.
Caucasian had overall higher mean scores than African American in this study.
According to Ponjuan and Hurtado (2005) and the US Department of Education’s Digest
of Education Statistics (2011), faculty of color had different levels of satisfaction, and
Latino, African American and Asian populations appeared to have more stress and less
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satisfaction with their jobs compare to Caucasian. This study supports the findings of
their research.
Mottaz (1987), Hays & Kearney (2001), and Bland & Chou (2005) stated that
younger workers have higher expectations and satisfaction than older workers. However,
in their research, none of these researches explained how they break down the age
participants and defined “younger” and “older.” Different age participants showed
statistically significant difference on all five factors in this study, and overall participants
40-49 years old in this study had higher mean scores than any other age group.
The researcher found that lecturers and instructors are more likely to teach
distance education and have higher mean scores and higher satisfaction when they
believe that teaching distance education can bring them potential growth opportunities
such as career advancement and research opportunities. Cranny et al., (1992); Robie et
al., (1998); and Aronson et al., (2005) concluded that higher-ranked faculty have higher
levels of job satisfaction than lower-ranked faculty.
The number of years of teaching experience appears to impact satisfaction when
participants taught distance education. The findings of previous research are less clear.
Some studies have found no indication of a significant association between the
experience of teaching and satisfaction (e.g., Crossman & Harris, 2006; Green-Reese et
al., 1991), while others have demonstrated that the satisfaction of teaching distance
education is decreasing for those faculty who stay in the same job field, the longer they
stay in the field, the less satisfied they are (Ma & MacMillan, 1999; US Department of
Education, 2011; Van Houtte, 2006; Van der Ploeg & Scholte, 2003).
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Based on the findings of this study, participants with little teaching experience
and those with the maximum teaching experience tended to express less satisfaction when
teaching distance education. The results in this study show that participants who had
between 6 – 15 years of teaching experience were most satisfied. It is possible that those
faculty who are just starting their careers in higher education are faced with many
challenges that impact their time and find distance education an additional burden. Older
faculty might have become tired of teaching distance education and the additional time
required.
Wu (2006) recommended investigating differences in faculty attitudes about
distance education. Gould (2007) suggested that facilitating distance education courses
are impersonal and deprive the faculty member of the ability to make changes to or
develop course curriculum. Faculty responses indicated they did not have the freedom to
develop or the authority to change their course content, which supported the literature.
Kurnik (2006) placed emphasis on higher education institutions’ reliance on part-time
and adjunct faculty. Kurnik suggested that the reliance on part-time faculty and failure to
consider their needs would result in job dissatisfaction and contribute to high attrition
rates.
Recommendations for Future Research
Based on the researcher’s experience in conducted this study, it is suggest that
future research in this area include:
1. Determine how many departments have provide distance education
courses and how these courses are delivered.
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2. Develop an instrument that measures faulty satisfaction of teaching
distance education on regular basis.
3. Evaluate who actually teaches distance education courses at the university
(i.e., fulltime faculty or adjunct faculty members).
4. Create a system that measures and rates university effectiveness in
administering a distance education program and compare the effectiveness
in different program areas.
5. Survey graduates who have taken courses in online delivery systems and
measure their perceptions of the quality of the courses.
6. Compare and contrast job satisfaction levels among faculty teaching in
traditional, distance education, and blended delivery systems.
Also, the following recommendations are being made to improve the job
satisfaction level of faculty participation in distance education:
1. Develop and communicate clear policies and procedures that govern the
various delivery systems at institutions. Faculty members need to be clear
about the reporting structure, believe the selection process to be fair, and
understand how teaching in each system affects opportunities for
promotion and tenure. Faculty value initiatives take the form of
institutional recognition and support. Lee (2001) found that levels of job
satisfaction and institutional commitment increased when faculty felt
institutional support. Tenure and promotion were ranked high among the
list of incentives that would satisfy this need (Betts, 1998; Bonk, 2001;
Rockwell et al., 1999; Schifter, 2000).
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2. Create and distribute a job satisfaction survey to the faculty on an annual
basis to determine areas needing improvement. These areas could include:
technical support, department policy, classroom sizes (distance education),
and workload. Kamata and Bower’s study (2005) found that faculty
members were pleased and satisfied with their distance education teaching
experience if they had adequate training and preparation. Once areas have
been identified, attempts to resolve the issues should be taken and the
results communicated to the faculty.
3. Create compensation systems for within each department developing and
teaching distance education courses as many faculty members believe
there is excessive work involved. Monetary support was viewed to be
another way to motivate faculty to teach distance education courses (Betts,
1998; Jones & Moller, 2002; Schifter, 2000; Schifter, 2002). Monetary
support could come in the form of stipends, continuing education,
overload pay, or increases in salary (Maguire, 2005).
4. Explain the workload and job requirements to potential candidates so they
have a clear understanding of institutional expectations as they relate to
the various components of a faculty position. Some reports and research
have shown that teaching a distance course requires more time and effort
on the part of the faculty (American Association of University Professors,
1999; American Council on Education, 2000). Potential candidates should
know the allocation of responsibilities (i.e., teaching, advising, research,
and community service) prior to accepting a position. Pollack, Whitbred
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and Contractor (2000) found that the characteristics of a job are good
predictors of a person’s job satisfaction.
5. Provide professional development opportunities for faculty members so
they can increase their skills in the different delivery systems. This
initiative can be seen as an effort to retain quality faculty. Retention is a
key factor in building an institution’s academic reputation that is necessary
to recruit high caliber candidates. Also, it may be helpful to include the
faculty in the planning process acting as collaborators, instead of having
others determine what would be best for the faculty members to learn.
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Consent Form for Faculty Participants,
Title: Faculty Perceptions of Instructional Satisfaction and Support when
Teaching Distance Education
Name of Researcher & University Affiliation: Jeng-Yang Wu, Ph.D. in Instructional
Systems & Workforce Development graduate student and Dr. Anthony Olinzock,
Faculty Advisor, Mississippi State University
Purpose of the study: The purpose of this study is to examine faculty perceptions of
instructional satisfaction and support when teaching distance education at
Mississippi State University.
In this research, participants will be asked to complete a survey that asks
questions related to personal demographics and institutional support. It will take
approximately 15 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The demographic information
includes: gender, race, age, department, academic rank, tenure status, academic schedule,
salary, teaching experience, and distance education teaching experience. The faculty
satisfaction with distance education sections relates to: technology support, faculty
workload, tenure, relationships with colleagues, and potential growth opportunities. Your
participation in this study is completely voluntary. There are no foreseeable risks
associated with this project. If you feel uncomfortable answering any questions, you can
withdraw from the survey at any point.
Your survey responses will be strictly confidential and data from this research
will be reported only in the aggregate. Your information will be coded and will remain
confidential.
If you should have any questions about this research project, please feel free to
contact Jeng-Yang Wu at 662-325-6610 or jw850@msstate.edu or contact Dr. Anthony
Olinzock, faculty advisor, at 662-325-8267 or Olinzock@colled.msstate.edu.
Please click the link and start the survey now. If you decide not to participant,
please ignore the email and quit.
Thank you
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Part I
Demographic Information
1. What is your gender?
Male
Female
2. What is your race?
Caucasian
African American
American Indian
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other_____________
3. What is your age?
4. Which of the following is your department faculty appointment held?
Agriculture and Life Sciences
Architecture, Art and Design
Arts and Sciences
Business
Education
Engineering
Forest Resources
Honors
Veterinary Medicine
Other ___________
5. What is your academic rank?
Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor
Lecturer
Other __________
6. What is the status of your faculty appointment?
Tenured
Tenure-track
None-tenure track
7. What is the length of your teaching year?
Full-time (12 months)
Full-time (9 months)
Part-time, Temporary, Visiting, Other
8. What is your current salary on a 9-month (12-month) contract?
9. How long have you taught in a higher education institution (including current
university)?
183

10. How long have you taught distance education classes in a higher education
institution (including current university)?
Part II
Factor One

Technology Support

Strongly
Agree

1. University/college/department
encourages using different
technologies in distance
education.
2. University/college/department
provides adequate office facilities
and supplies for using in distance
education.
3. University/college/department
provides an up-to-date
technology that can be used in
delivering content when teaching
distance education.
4. University/college/department
provides faculty with proper
training on the use of new
technology for the distance
education.
5. Library/media materials are
supporting my instructional
objectives and fixing distance
education problems.
6. I continually seek opportunities
to integrate new technology and
different activities into distance
education environment.
7. I plan with the library media
specialist/librarian for the
integration of library/media
services into my distance
education teaching.
8. Overall: I am satisfied with the
technological resources and
support provided at my
university.
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Agree

N

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Factor Two

Faculty workload

Strongly
Agree

9. My job allows me to balance my
professional and personal life.
10. I can perform my duties
efficiently during my scheduled
working hours and rarely have to
take work home with me.
11. Teaching distance education
brings me more workload (i.e.,
more hours for preparing
content, spending more hours on
answering and helping students’
questions) compare to face to
face classes.
12. I feel pressured to participate in
or coordinate distance education
activities in order to retain my
position.
13. I have felt physical/emotional
stress or a lack of motivation as a
result of the high levels of
frustration and stress (i.e., from
students, content of distance
education) that my distance
education brings.
14. I am satisfied with my distance
education class sizes.
15. Basically, students who take
online class have different
expectations than me (i.e.,
students assume online classes
are always easy than face to face
classes) and this cause me lower
my level of grading.
16. Overall: I am satisfied with the
workload of distance education.
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Agree

N

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Factor Three

Tenure

Strongly
Agree

17. Tenure laws allow faculty
members to obtain a sense of
job security and, in turn, can
enhance instruction.
18. School should consider faculty
who teaching distance
education as important as
those who only teach face to
face classes.
19. Tenure laws allow some faculty
members to become
complacent and unproductive
once tenure is obtained.
20. The University/Department
considers faculty who teach
distance education are much
easier than those who teach
face to face classes and this
affect tenure policy sometimes.
21. Annual performance
evaluations should be
considered before granting
tenure to a faculty member.
22. Student evaluations about
teaching distance education
should be considered before
granting tenure to a faculty
member.
23. Teachers in this school are
evaluated fairly no matter
teaching distance education or
face to face classes.
24. Overall: I am satisfied with
tenure laws set by the
Mississippi State University.
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Agree

N

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Factor Four

Relationships with
colleagues

Strongly
Agree

25. There is a mutual respect among
colleagues at my institution.
26. There is a great deal of cooperative
effort among the staff members.
27. Most of my colleagues share my
beliefs and values about what the
central mission of the department
should be.
28. I gain valuable knowledge of
classroom practices, etc. from my
colleagues.
29. My colleagues are cognizant of my
awards, publications, and
accomplishments, and I receive
encouragement from fellow peers.
30. I always discuss with my colleagues
about how to improve teaching
skills and using varies contents in
distance education.
31. My colleagues are friendly and
make me feel welcomed.
32. Overall: I am satisfied with my
professional relationship with
colleagues.
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Agree

N

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Factor Five

Potential growth
opportunities

Strongly
Agree

33. University/college/department
provides a variety of professional
development opportunities for
distance education.
34. University/college/department
provides useful in-house
professional development
opportunities on a continual /
routine basis.
35. University/college/department
provides me opportunities to
attend off-campus professional
development workshops or
conferences on a continual /
routine basis.
36. University/college/department
provides adequate financial
support for professional
development opportunities.
37. University/college/department
encourages professional growth
opportunities through formal
education.
38. University/college/department
provides appropriate online
teaching salary compare face to
face class and I am satisfied with
that.
39. University/college/department
provides every faculty fairly
development opportunities of
distance education courses
regardless age, race, academic
rank, teaching years, etc.
40. Overall: I am satisfied with the
professional growth
opportunities at my college.
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Agree

N

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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Faculty Perceptions of Instructional Satisfaction and Support when Teaching
Distance Education
Dear participants,
You are invited to participate in a research study to examine faculty perceptions
of instructional satisfaction and support when teaching distance education. All
information you provide will be kept confidential, and no identifiers will be used in
reporting the findings.
Part I
Demographic Information
1. What is your gender?
( ) Male
( ) Female
2. What is your race?
( ) Caucasian
( ) African American
( ) American Indian
( ) Hispanic
( ) Asian/Pacific Islander
( ) Other_____________
3. What is your age?
_______________________
4. Which of the following is your department faculty appointment held?
( ) Counseling and Educational Psychology
( ) Curriculum, Instruction, and Special Education
( ) Division of Education
( ) Instructional Systems and Workforce Development
( ) kinesiology
( ) Leadership and Foundations
( ) Music
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5. What is your academic rank?
( ) Professor
( ) Associate Professor
( ) Assistant Professor
( ) Instructor
( ) Lecturer
( ) Other __________
6. What is the status of your faculty appointment?
( ) Tenured
( ) Tenure-track
( ) None-tenure track
7. What is your academic schedule?
( ) Full-time (12 months)
( ) Full-time (9 months)
( ) Part-time, Temporary, Visiting
( ) Other
8. What is your current salary on a 9-month (12-month) contract?
9 month: ____________________
12 month: ____________________
9. How long have you taught in a higher education institution (including current
university)?
____________________
10. How long have you taught distance education classes in a higher education
institution (including current university)?
___________________
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Part II
Please answer the following two questions before you select the appropriate response
that describes your perceptions of instructional support factors.
1. Have you ever taught distance education before (the definition of distance
education is defined as a process by which students and teachers communicate
with one another and interact with course content via Internet-based learning
technologies or most of the content are delivered via the Internet or computers or
combine both traditional face-to-face classes and distance education).
(*If your answer is yes, click the link to complete the survey, if your answer is
no, please complete question 2 and submit)
(

) Yes

(

) No

Click here and answer the following 35

2. Follow question 1, if your answer is no, what reason do you think is causing you
not to teach distance education?
(

) My content specialty does not fit in distance education program.
Please describe your content specialty: ____________________

(

) I am not interested in teaching distance education

(

) I believe traditional instruction (face-to-face) is more efficient than

distance

education

(

) My department does not support distance education program.

(

) I have to spend more time on preparing distance education so I

choose
not to teach distance education
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Submit the survey

( ) Other: ___________________

StronglyAgree N Disagree Strongly
Agree
Disagree

Factor One: Technology Support

1. University/college/department encourages
using different technologies in distance
education.
2. University/college/department provides
adequate office facilities and supplies for
use in distance education.
3. University/college/department provides
up-to-date technology that can be used in
delivering content when teaching distance
education.
4. University/college/department provides
faculty with proper training on the use of
new technology for the distance
education.
5. University/college library (or media
center) are providing instructional
materials and technical support.
6. I continually seek opportunities to
integrate new technology and different
activities into distance education
environment.
7. I plan with the library media
specialist/librarian for the integration of
library/media services into my distance
education teaching.

Factor Two: Faculty workload

8. My job allows me to balance my
professional and personal life.
9. I can perform my duties efficiently during
my scheduled working hours and rarely
have to take work home with me.
10. Teaching distance education equals same
workload as face to face classes. (hours
for preparing content, spending hours on
answering and helping students’
questions)
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11. I do NOT feel pressured to participate in
or coordinate distance education activities
in order to retain my position.
12. I have NOT felt physical/emotional stress
or a lack of motivation as a result of the
high levels of frustration and stress (from
students, content of distance education)
associate with distance education.
13. I am satisfied with my distance education
class sizes.
14. Students who take online class have the
same expectations as me (students will
not assume online classes are easier than
face to face classes or course standards
are lower).

Factor Three: Tenure

15. Tenure guidelines allow faculty members
to obtain a sense of job security and, in
turn, can enhance instruction.
16. The minimum years of teaching require
by a professor before one can seek tenure
is appropriate.
17. The tenure guidelines do NOT cause
some faculty members to become
complacent and unproductive once tenure
is obtained.
18. The tenure guidelines are not different
between teaching distance education or
face-to-face classes.
19. Annual performance evaluations should
be considered before granting tenure to a
faculty member.
20. Student evaluations of teaching distance
education should be considered before
granting tenure to a faculty member.
21. Teachers whether teaching distance
education or face-to-face are evaluated
fairly when consider tenure.

Factor Four: Relationships with colleagues
22. There is a mutual respect among
colleagues at my institution.
23. There is a great deal of cooperative effort
among the faculty members.
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24. Most of my colleagues share my beliefs
and values about what the central mission
of the department should be.
25. I gain valuable knowledge of classroom
practices from my colleagues.
26. My colleagues are cognizant of my
awards, publications, and
accomplishments, and I receive
encouragement from fellow peers.
27. I always discuss with my colleagues ways
of improving my teaching skills related to
distance education.
28. My colleagues are friendly and make me
feel welcomed.

Factor Five: Potential growth opportunities
29. University/college/department provides a
variety of professional development
opportunities for distance education.
30. University/college/department provides
useful in-house professional development
opportunities on a continual/routine basis.
31. University/college/department provides
me opportunities to attend off-campus
professional development workshops or
conferences on a continual/routine basis.
32. University/college/department provides
adequate financial support for
professional development opportunities.
33. University/college/department encourages
professional growth opportunities through
formal education.
34. University/college/department provides
same salary for teaching distance
education as face to face courses.
35. University/college/department provides
every faculty member developmental
opportunities related to distance education
courses regardless age, race, academic
rank, and teaching years.
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